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AGENDRA
Oregon Envirommental Quality Commission
June 27, 1975

Second Floor Auditorium, Public Service Building
920 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon

2:00 a.m.

A. Minutes of May 23, 1975 EQC Meeting
B. May 1975 Program Activity Report

C. Tax Credit Applications

Publié Forum

WATER QUALITY
D. Sewage Works Constructicn Grant Priority List for Fiscal Year 1976.

Report of Hearing Results and Director's Recommendation

E. Water Quality Program Strategy for Fiscal Year 1976. Staff Report
and Public Comment

AIR QUALITY

10:00 F. PUBLIC HEARING: Proposed Criteria for Approval, Denial, Modification,
a.m. or Revocation of Alr Contamirant Discharge Permits for Air Contaminant
Sources lLocated in a Limited Airshed

LAND QUALITY

G. Consideration of Adoption of Proposed Temporary Rules Regarding
Subsurface Sewage Disposal and Pertaining Specifically to Increases
in Certain Fees, Granting of Variances, Regional Modifications,
Reduced Setback from Intermittent Streams, and Prior Approvals

H. Consideration of Adoption of Permanent Moratoriums on New Subsurface
Sewage System Installations in Certain Designated Areas now under
Temporary Moratorium., Reports on Hearings in Local Areas and
Director's Recommendations

VARIANCE REQUEST

I. Willamette Industries, Sweet Home =~ Confirmation of Variance @ranted

by Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority for 3-day one-time
burning demolition materials

FIELD BURNING

J.  gtatus Report and/or Recommended Action

The Commission will breakfast and lunch at the Hilton Hotel. Breakfast
will be at 7:30 a.m.




MINUTES OF THE SEVENTIETH MEETING

of the
OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

June 27, 1975

Pursuant to the required notice and publication, the seventieth meeting
of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to order at 9:00 a.m.
on Friday, June 27, 1975. The meeting was convened in the Second Floor
Auditorium of the Public Service Building, 920 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland,
Oregon.

Commissioners present included: Mr. B. A, McPhillips, Chairman; Dr. Morris

Crothers; Dr. Grace S. Phlnney, {Mrs.) Jacklyn L. Hallock, and Mr. Ronald M.
Somers. .

Department staff members present included Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, Director;
Mr. Ronald M. Myles, Deputy Director; and Assistant Directors Mr. E. J. Weathersbee
(Technical Programs); Mr. Harold L. Sawyer (Water Quality), Mr. Kenneth H. ‘Spies
(Land Quality); and Mr. Harold M. Patterson (Air Quality). Counsel, Mr. Robert
Hagkins, and several other staff members were also present.

SPECIAL BUSINESS

Chairman McPhillips, addressing himself to a letter of resignation tendered by
the Department Director, Kessler R. Cannon, asked the Commission members to vote
on its acceptance. MOVING that the resignation be accepted, Commissioner Crothers
noted that the State owed Mr. Cannon a great debt of gratitude. He commented that
Mr. Cannon assumed the Directorship at a time of difficult circumstances and that
he had performed an excellent job. He opined that it was his belief that the
Department had enjoyed an extraordinarily successful legislative session in a period
when many were predicting the Legislature would "“gut" the Department. He noted that
nothing of the kind occurred, that in fact the DEQ came out with added responsibilities
and duties. Commissioner Crothers attributed a great deal of this to the abilities

of Mr, Cannon. He stated that he personally wished to express his gratitude for
the job done by Mr. Cannon.

It was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried that the Commission
accept the resignation of Mr. Cannon as the Director of the Department.

Chairman McPhillips expressed his personal appreciation for the job
Mr. Cannon had done and the pleasure he had felt in worklng w1th him for the
limited time Mr. Cannon was with the Department.

Mr. Cannon thanked the Commission for his rewarding tenure, noting that he
had greatly enjoyed his association with the Commission, the Department, the
" Legislature, and the people of Oregon. Mr, Cannon opined that he left an =
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excellent staff with the Commission and that the Department was a better
Department in structure and posture than it was when he assumed the Director-
ship.. He indicated that he was very pleased with the record of the Department
in the last 15 months,

Chairman McPhillips, noting that it would be appropriate to elect a new
Director of the Department in line with the Governor's recommendation asked for
the nomination of Mr. Loren (Bud) Kramer. It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded
by Commissioner Hallock and carried that the Commission approve Mr., Loren Kramer
as Director of the Department of Environmental Quality, effective July 1, 1975,

MINUTES OF THE MAY 23, 1975 COMMISSION MEETING

There being no comments or corrections to the minutes of the May 23, 1975
Commission meeting, Chairman McPhillips indicated they stood approved as received,

PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT

Mr, Ronald Myles, Deputy Director of the Department, presented the Program
Activity Report. It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, Seconded by Commissioner
Hallock and carried that the Department’'s May, 1975 Program Act1v1ty Report
receive confirming adoption by the Commission.

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, Seconded by Commissioner Hsllock, and
carried that the Commission approve ten tax credit applications as recommended
by the Director and set forth in distributions to the Commission. The applications
were numbered as follows: T-644, T=-645, T-646R, T-649, T-650, T-651R, T-660,
" T=-661, T=-662, and T=663, ' '

- With regard to T-646R, Commissioner Phinney asked if the BRM Company,
Industrial Wastes, handles other industrial wastes in addition to straw.
Mr. Ernie Schmidt of the Department's Soclid Waste Program replied that the
company does handle other industrial wastes but he added that the equipment
claimed in the tax credit application handles only straw activities.

PUBLIC. FORUM

Mr. Bill Vvan Dyke of the Oregon Student Public Interest Research Group
(OSPIRG} addressed the Commission. He said preliminary research results
indicate problems with the Department's procedures for dealing with the land
use impacts of federal sewerage construction grants, noting that these grants
have the potential for an enormous impact on land use patterns in this state.

Mr. Van Dyke explained that the current procedure, as now followed by the
Department, to insure that projects comply with land use provisions, is to
require county commissioners to submit a general statement that their sewerage



project meets provisions of the county Comprehensive Plan and State-wide Land
Use Goals and Guidelines. He objected that such procedure does not require
specific findings on individuyal goals and guidelines or on the comprehensive
plan showing that the project does, in fact, comply with these requirements.

Mr. Van Dyke contended that specific findings are important for two
reasons: - (1) Oregon law requires the Department of Environmental Quality to
carry out its programs which affect land use in accordance with Oregon's land
use laws, goals and guidelines and (2) counties will be reviewing their
comprehensive plans to bring them into compliance with state-wide goals and
guidelines over at least the next year. Until the end of this review, Mr. Van
Dyke noted, there would be insufficient assurance that counties have taken
state-wide land use goals into account in their comprehensive plans. He went
on to say that the blanket statement of compliance now required does not assure
‘that the county commissioners have taken a new and detailed look at their
comprehensive plan and statewide goals and guidelines in evaluating their .
sewerage projects. Thus, Mr., Van Dyke contended, the Department of Environmental
Quality does not receive enough information to say with assurance that a given
project complies with state laws, goals and guidelines., This responsibility
he contended, it clearly has under ORS 197.180.

On behalf of QSPIRG, Mr. Van Dyke urged the Commission to adopt a rule,
under Ors 465.020(1) which authorizes the commission to adopt rules and standards
it considers necesgary to perform functions vested in the commission by law,
requiring counties to submit such specific findings., Requiring specific
findings would assure that all counties follow this procedure, he contended.
1he requirement could provide added protection against problems later in the
project process similar to those in the South Medford project, he suggested.
Then, he reported, a petition to the LCDC for review of the land use implications
of the project after EPA had ‘awarded a construction grant to the Sanitary
“Authority was dismissed only after the City of Medford, Jackson County, and
the Sanitary Authority made arrangements for meetings to work out their problems,
Finally, Mr. Van Dyke opined, it would provide the Department of Environmental
Quality with some information to use in evaluating its sewerage program for
compliance with statewide goals and guidelines as the law requires.

Mr. Van Dyke stated that OSPIRG would support a request from the Director
of the Land Conservation and Development Commission to the Department, asking
for one month's deferral on the Projects List to allow for a meeting
to evaluate the land use impacts of the projects. '

Mr. Fred Delaney addressed the Commission on behalf of the Honeywood Park
Homeowners Association. He described Honeywood Park as a "mini subdivision”
in the South Portland area. He stated that the subdivision is bordered on
the south and east sides by Beaverton Creek, with the Alcha sewage treatment
plant just across Beaverton Creek at the east end of Honeywood Park.

Mr. Delaney detailed.two areas of concern to the homeowners: (1)} Beaverton
Creek is polluted, runs gray-blue to bluish black, gives off offensive.odor, and
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floats solid forms of pollution; (2) the odor from the Aloha sewage treatment
plant is continual and offensive. '

According to Mr. Delaney, as far back as one year, inquiries were made
as to these conditions to various agencies including the Department, He
reported that assurances were given of plans (some being implemented) that
would alleviate these problems. With the plans completed, Mr. Delaney
contended, the problems exist to the same degree, if not greater.

Chairman McPhillips asked Director Cannon for a staff report to the
Commission to see what steps could be taken to alleviate the situation
described by Mr., Delaney. Mr. Cannon replied that it would be done.

SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT PRIORITY LIST FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976.
REPCRT OF HEARING RESULTS AND DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

Commissioner Somers informed the Commission of a reguest from the Land
Conservation and Development Commission that this matter be delayed in order
to allow them time to comment, He MOVED that the matter be tabled until
July 10, 1975. Commissioner Hallock seconded the motion. '

Commissioners Somer and Hallock asked Mr. Sawyer what the effect of the
delay would be. Mr. Sawyer replied that the primary concern in delay would be
.that many projects would be delayed even further from the initial steps
necessary to develop information to determine where there is a conflict with
the plan. He opined that some projects would be delayed and that others
.already under way would be stopped.

Referring to Beaverton Creek, Mr. Sawyer stated that one of the projects
on the list was the Rock Creek Sewage Treatment Plant and the interceptor lines
to serve that area. That project was at a very critical stage, Mr. Sawyer
stated. Failure to adopt the list, he added, could potentially delay the
project for a year or more in completion.

Commissicner Somers guestioned how ten days could have such an effect. Mr.
Sawyer contended that the project was running on a critical path construction
schedule and that timing of construction in relation to the weather could
cause such an effect,

Commissioner Crothers questioned the advisability of adopting a list which
must be forwarded to EPA, but which is still subject to some revision after meeting
- with LCDC. Mr. Sawyer replied that the list could be revised by the Commission
‘after a hearings process. Commissioner Crothers expressed concern about delaying
any proper construction and asked Mr. Sawyer whether it would be possible to
presently adopt the list and arrange a subsequent hearing on possible revisions.
Mr. Sawyer replied that this was possible. He explained that procedurally
any project can be stopped where there is a definite concern. The guestion,
as Mr. Sawyer stated it, was whether to delay all projects due to concern
over some. ' '



Commissioners Hallock and Phinney questioned whether it was more disruptive
to tentatively adopt and look forward to a lengthy and compllcated hearing -
process or to postpone adoption for 14 days.

Commissioner Hallock gquestioned whether the Department had a list of those
projects with a land use problem or. could put one together in 14 days. In-
response, Mr, Sawyer explained that the Department had prioritized identified
problems and needs. He stated that the way the projects relate te land use
planning is a question each applicant must answer before receiving-a grant.

Under new EPA rules which go into effect July 1, he added; no work can be
done which is eligible for reimbursement. Each must have a grant on the
project's prelimingry planning phases. He recalled that, in the past, grants
. were only. awarded with the commencement of the construction phase. Without
this list’s adoption, he noted, the initial steps could not be taken. - Many
of the Department's projects are in this first step planning project, he reported.

Conmissioner Somers argued the value of the Commission's being certain
of its direction before any action is taken.

' Commissioner Somers MOVED to postpone consideration until the 10th of July.
This motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried by the Commlssn.on°
Commissioner Crothers voted against it.

Mr, J. Christopher Minors, attorney for the Southwest Lincoln County
Sanitary District, reported that the District was ready to break ground on
the project and endorsed the reduction in the contingency fund which would
allow the project's inclusion on the list. He cautioned that each day of
delay costs an estimated $600 increment in construction expense and urged the
Commission not to delay beyond July 10. ‘

Ms. Carolyn Wright of the Oregon Clean Water Project 5upported the decision
to postpone adoptlon .of the Prlorltlzatlon List.

CommlsSLOner Hallock was concerned that the suggestion of OSPIRG mlght
prove too cumbersome for the counties and asked that a less complex approach
be considered.

The Commission members assured My. Cannon. that their wish was to have the
Department Staff meet with representatives of the Land Conservation and
Development Department during the postponement.

‘WATER QUALITY PROGRAM STRATEGY FY 1976

"My. Harold Sawyer presented the staff report, pointing out that an annual
State Water Strategy for review by the Environmental Protection Agency was
requisite to continued federal funding of the Water Quality Program. He listed




"the three most visible priorities as lying in the areas of Construction of Sewage
Treatment facilities, efficient permit processing and 'scurce monltorlng, and
progress in Area Wide (208) and River Basin planning.

Pricorities in the use of staff time were said to be an important aspect
of the strategy. The Prioritization List, whose consideration had been postponed,
~he explained, would, when adopted, be part of the Strategy.

In response to inquify by Commissioner Scmers, Mr. Sawyer expressed the
view that the Commission might well give conceptual approval to the proposed
Strategy, such approval to include the Prioritization List as it is flnally
adopted on July 10, :

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Phinney, Mr. Sawyer explained that
the Area Wide Waste Treatment Management Planning under Section 208 of the Act
included planning directed at point source problems as well as non-point sources.
He lamented the abatement emphasis in the federal program which precluded needed
preventive measures in many instances.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney,
.and carried that the Director's recommendation be adopted as set forth in the

staff report.

EXECUTIVE SESSICN

The Comm1551on went 1nto Executive Session to discuss matters of pendlng
11t1gatlon. ‘ \

PUBLIC HEARING:
PRICRITY CRITERIA FOR AIR CONTAMINANT PERMITS IN LIMITED AIRSHEDS

Presenting the Staff Report, Mr, John Kowalczyk of the Department's
Air Quality Program drew attention to minor changes the proposed rule had
undergone since its initial publication. He reported that discussion with
the Governor's Office, Multnomah County, and the City of Portland had led to the
question of "Community Benefits" as a desirable criterion. It was suggested that
any Air Contaminant Discharge Permit in a limited airshed might await the previous
granting of a Conditional Use Permit by the appropriate agency to insure that the
project's community benefits had been reviewed in the latter forum., Also, he
said, early notice to other agencies that an application is subject to the
proposed rule would allow them to address the Commission prior to permit issuance.

Due to the issues discussed above, Mr. Kowalczyk reported, the Director's
recommendation was to postpone adoption of the proposal until appropriate
amendments .could be drafted and placed before the Commission.

Mr. Martin Crampton of the Multnomah County Planning and Development




- Commission spoke in behalf of County Commissioner Don Clark. - ‘He stressed the
importance of land use and economic vitality as considerations which should
precede issuance of a permit under the proposals. This Community Benefits
aspect, he suggested, could be implemented by the requirement of adherence to
land use standards as recommended by the appropriate local planning and
development authority. He suggested that .the Columbia Region Association of
Governments (CRAG) could act as such a local authority in the Multnomah County
area, giving recommendations for the Department to consider prior to the
igsuance of a permit. CRAG was considered appropriate, he said, because pollution
follows the confines of the airshed and is not confined to any of the lesser
local boundaries within CRAG jurisdiction. He urged the Commission to call upon
CRAG for steps to implement his suggestion. ‘

In response to inguiry by Commissioner Crothers, Mr. Kowalczyk, noting
that no pending permits would be affected by the rule at the present time,

suggested that delay in the adoption of the rule would pose no serlous problems
to the Department.

"Mr. Rich Owings of the Port of Portland objected to the proposed rule as
insufficiently protective of the economic stabkility of industry in the Port area.
He contended that the rule, as proposed, would require the Department to process
permits in the order of their completed applications, giving incentive for a
rush of applications. He urged that Community Benefits be given more ‘solicitude
and preferential treatment be given existing sources. He questioned the Staff
Report as indicating the Commission might not have jurisdiction to consider
these aspects of the sources applying for permits.

Mr. Owings said the Port recognizes the need to integrate regional
considerations of both air quality and land use. He agreed that CRAG would be
a beneficial forum for all concerned agencies to effectuate this integration.
He contended that, once criteria for development were agreed upon, these could
include the' Department's prioritization of permit applications in limited airsheds.

He urged adoption of a priority rule which incorporates concern for the
aforesaid Community Benefits of the applying source.

Commissioner McPhillips asked what duration of postponement would be
necessary to draft a proposal based on the Community Benefits concerns
expressed. While Mr. Cannon thought that CRAG might well be given thirty days.
in which to respond and give indication of the necessary tlme, Mr. Ow1ngs'
suggested that a rule could be adopted with reference to the desired criteria
first. This, he said, would put the onus on the affected agencies to promptly
develop criteria. Commissioner McPhillips was of the view .that thirty days post-
ponement, of itself, should provide sufficient stimulus for the concerned agencies
to provide suggestions for the rule. '

Mr. Cannon noted that there were several alternatives for the implementation
of the Community Benefits assurances desired but added that opinion of Counsel
was in order to determine the extent of the Commission's authority along such a
dimension of regulation.




Commissioner Crothers, noting the Commission's desire to see local
‘planning agencies play a role in allocating the limited future development
of the affected airsheds, MOVED that the matter be deferred for consideration
at the Commission's regular July meeting and that, in the interim, a response
from CRAG be requested with regard to the testimony given. Commissioners
somers and Phinney seconded the motion which was subsequently carried.

RULE ADOPTION: RULES PERTAINING TO REGULATION OF SUBSURFACE SEWAGE SYSTEMS

Mf._Jack Osborne of the Department's Subsurface Sewage program presented
the staff report, recalling that the proposed rules recommended by the Citizen's
Task Force on Subsurface Sewage had been previously before the Commission and,

with the exception of the "prior approvals" rule, deferred until the present
meeting.

It was presently the Department's intention, he reported, tc further defer
action on most proposals until, after statewide hearings, the rules, along with
amendments mandated by the legislature (SB 34 and SB 297} could be proposed for
permanent adoption.

In the lnterlm, Mr, Osborne explained,; there was a need for ¢ertain temporary
rules to take effect immediately. These, he reported . dealt with regional
differences, fee schedules, and variances,

Commissioner McPhillips questioned the advisibility of adopting rules on a
plecemeal action and continual amending has an unsettling effect on industry and
the public.

Commissioner Phinney stressed the need to adopt the amended fee schedules in
order to avoid the recurrence of financial difficulty due to insufficient fee-
"generated revenue.

Commissioner Crothers expressed concern that variance rules would be needed
immediately. Mr. Osbhorne concurred, reporting that the variance law was currently
‘'in effect. He reported that the Department, upon passage of the rules, would
immediately appoint acting variance officers to act on applications expected to be
forthcoming very soon.

Mr. Cannon pointed out that requests for temporary rules were necessarily
piecemeal where needed to implement new emergency legislative measures to sexve
the publlc as quickly as possible.

Mr. William H. Doak, Soils Scientist and Land Use Consultant, suggested that
- the Commission amend the proposed rules to afford reduced fees to parties who
retain a registered sanitarian or engineer to present detailed plans for govern-
mental review. This, he contended would alleviate the inequity wherein those
seeking prompt action were required to hire private services and pay, as well,




for review by governmental sanitarians. He suggested that this would cut down
on administrative time spent by the agencies. Twenty-five dollars for review and
$25 for inspection were suggested as reasonable fees for those submitting .
detailed plans hired in the private sector. Mr. Doak added that the agencies, by
this method, would not relinguish any of their control or ability to protect the
public interest,

Commissioner Somers questioned whether there was adequate regulatory
assurance of the competency of the licensed sanitarlans and englneers to make
such a suggestlon adv1sable.

Mr. James Allison, of the CTF urged the Commission to adopt the temporary
rules on variances so as to take maximum advantage of the building season. He
reasoned that any imperfection in the temporary rules could be remedied at the
time they are superseded by permanent rules, which, in turn, could be the - -
subject of contlnuxng refinement. :

Mr. Steven F. Boedigheimer, of the Jefferson County Health Department -
endorsed the proposal with regard to regional differences as an adeguate rule
which had been needed by those in certain eastern Oregon. areas.

Mr, Tam Moore, Chairman of the Jackson County Board of Comm1551oners,
addressed the Commission with support for the proposals, pointingout that any
infirmities could be remedied when permanent rules are considered. He mentioned, .
as one minor area of concern, the possibility that the rules, going beyond
statutory authority, could be interpreted to extend variances to pit privies.

Referring to the Staff Report, Commission Somers MOVED that Clatsop County
be added to the list of counties in Proposed OAR 72-015(4) to charge fees other
than as set forth in 72=915(1) and that, with this addition,'the Proposed 72-010
and 72-020 of OAR, Chapter 340 be adopted as temporary rules in accord with the
Director's recommendation and that the remaining proposals be tabled until July 10,
1975. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried, with
Commissionexr Crothers voting against the same. He expressed disagreement with
further delaying action on the wvariance rules. o '

CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF MORATORIUMS ON NEW INSTALLATION OF SUBSURFACE
SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS IN CERTAIN AREAS

Mr. Peter W. McSwain, Hearing Officer, presented the staff report resulting
from several public hearings in the areas of moratoriums being considered in
Josephine, Douglas, Benton, Linn, and Columbia Counties. It was the Director's
recommendation, he reported, that all areas subject to a temporary moratorium by
Commission action on May 23, 1975 be subject to a permanent moratorium with the
exceptions of the Fruitdale-Harbeck area of Josephine County, the Deerhaven
Heights subdivision of Benton County, and the Foster Midway area of Linn County.
" With regard to the former two exceptions, it was recommended that the Commission
immediately lift the moratoria. With regard to the latter area, no action was
recommended as another hearing in the area was felt desirable prior to action.
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Commissioner Somers expressed concern that, in light of Supreme Court
holdings regarding zoning variance notice requirements, it might be improper
to impose a permanent moratorium in any area before first giving notice and
opportunity to be heard by personal service upon each and every affected
propexty owner.

My, McSwain acquiesced in this concern, adding that, should the Commission
decline to invoke permanent moratoria where recommended, it might be desirable
to give immediate relief to those areas where hearings had indicated the local .
govexrnment and residents felt no moratoria were needed., He specified Deerhaven
‘Heights and the Fruitdale~Harbeck areas, :

Mr. James Pomajevich, an attorney representing several property owners in
peerhaven Heights, assured the Commission that he had indication that virtually
all of the residents of the Deerhaven Heights area were adequately informed of
the hearing by word of mouth and through the media. He urged the Commission to
immediately 1ift the subject moratorium.

Commissioner Soners having withdrawn a motion to defer action on the
moratoria until hearings preceded by personal notice were held; Commissioner .
Crothers MOVED that the Director's recommendatlon be adopted after amendment
to read as follows. :

l} Remove Deerhaven Heights from those areas subject to temporary
moratoria by Commission action of May 23.

2) Authorize and instruct the Department to conduct another public
hearlng in the Foster—M;dway area of Linn County to determlne the

‘adv1sab111ty of a permanent moratorium,

‘3) Repeal by permanent rule and by order of ORS 468,685, the moratorium
in Deerhaven Heights and in the Frultdale—Harbeck areas,

'4) Continue intact the remaining moratoria.

‘The motion was seconded by.CommissiOner Phinney and carried.

WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES, SWEET HOME: AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT ONE-TIME, THREE DAY
BURNING OF DEMOLITION MATERIALS -

‘Mr. Frederick skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Program presented the
staff report and accompanying Director's recommendation that the proposed burning
be authorized by the Commission.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Comm1551oner Hallock,
and carried that the Director's recommendatlon be approved
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STATUS REPORT: FIELD BURNING

Mr. Cannon noted that the Governor had Sféted to the press his'intentidn
to sign SB 311 (field burning legislation).

_Mr. Richard Vogt of the Department's Air Quality program reported that,
in anticipation of the legislation, the staff had prepared registration forms which
the Seed Counc;l was now distributing to the fire marshalls so that acreage could
immediately be registered. It was noted that July 10, the soonest date when a
temporary rule. could be adopted, was also the latest day on which the Commission
could act to consider acreage allocations. Commissioner Somers felt it
appropriate for the Commission to ratify staff's action in setting a public
hearing for July 10 in the matter of findings regarding acreage allocation.

The Commissioners were given a staff report outlining the list of persons
contacted by staff with regard to the new legislation, the proposed rule
‘revisions, and the direction in which the staff was mov1ng to implement the
legyislation.

Commissioner Somers inguired as to the degree-to which the. Depértment, in
management of field burning, was availing itself of the most sophlstlcated
services of the U. S. Weather Bureau.

Mr. Harold Patterson of the Air Quality Program noted that some of the
weather stations were expanding and additional services, such as reports from
Coast Guard flights, were being worked into the Smoke Management Plan.

Emphasizing the value of employing fully all of the services available,
Commissioner Somers asked Mr. Doug Brannock, the Department's meteoroclogist,
wihether hourly reporting on barometric gradients at surface level, winds aloft,
and other charting such as that available to pilots were being used by the
Department. Mr. Brannock replied in the affirmative, adding that the hourly
teletyped reports were received in the Department's offices and that the
Department avails itself of every piece of information the Weather Bureau has
to offer, including mapping activities conducted by computer from Suitland, Maryland.
On burning days, he reported, he personally visits a weather station in either
Eugene or Salem before burning is permitted.

Commissioner Somers noted that récord keeping was desirable to explain the
Department's actions where inaccurate forecasts cause smoke to be carried into
populated areas, such as happened in Eugene last season. He asked if it would
‘be advisable to have figures on the past accuracy of the wind forecasts as part
of the information to be used in determining the acreage allocation appropriate
for the year. It was important, he stated, to insure the people affected by the
smoke management program that every available scientific technique was being
employed and to let them know that, despite this, a percentage of failure would
ocecur.
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Mx. Cannon held out the possibility that the Department's track record
might exceed that of the Weather Bureau where smoke management was concerned.
Mr. Brannock added that, on the worst day of field burning pollution in Eugene,’
last year, he had not been satisfied with the weather bureau's forecast but had
acquiesced in it anyway. Commission Somers expressed some puzzlement as to
how the Department could improve upon the Weather Bureau in predicting winds.

'~ It was Chairman McPhillips’ notion that the Commission and staff had exhausted
the weather as a topic of conversation.

- Commissioner Hallock was assured by Mr. Vogt that the 0.3.U. "Report on
Alternate Year Burning" would be available at the July 10 meeting.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and carried that the Director's recommendation be adopted and that the
Commission convene a special July 10 meeting to implement its duties under
SB 311. ‘

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney,
and carried that the Commission retain Mr. Cannon for two months as a consultant
at full salary. o

There being nothing further, the meeting was adjourned.



MINUTES QOF THE SIXTY-NINTH MEETING
of the
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
May 23, 1975

Following the regquired notice and publication, the sixty-ninth meeting
of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to order at 9:00 a.m.
on Friday, May 23, 1975. The meeting was convened in the Salem City Council
Chambers, 555 Liberty Street S5.E., Salem, Cregon.

Commissioners present included Mr., B.A. McPhillips, Chalrman; Dr. Morris
Crothers; Dr. Grace Phinney; (Mrs.) Jacklyn L. Hallock; and Mr. Ronald M.
Somers.

Department staff members present included Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, Director;
Mr. Ronald L. Myles, Deputy Director; Mr. E.J. Weathersbee, Assistant Director
(technical programs); Mr. Fred Bolton, Assistant Director (regional programs);
Mr. Harold M. Patterson, Assistant Director (air guality program); Mr. Harold L.
Sawyer, Assistant Director (water quality program); and Mr. Kenneth H. Spies,
Agsistant Director (land guality program). Mr. Raymond P. Underwcod, Counsel
to the Commission, and several other staff members were also present.

MINUTES QF THE APRIIL 25, 1975 COMMISSION MEETING

It was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers, seconded by Commissioner Somers
and carried that the minutes of the April 25, 1975 Commission meeting be
adopted as distributed.

PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT

Mr., Ronald Myles, Deputy Director of the Department, presented the
Program Activity Report.

Chairman McPhillips, addressing himself to the water quality items in
the report, inquired whether listed gold mining operations were recreaticnal
or commercial in nature. Mr. Richard Reiter, Southwest Region Administrator,
explained that the operations were commercial placer operations employving
settling ponds and recirculation technigues. He added that the small
recreational activities did not require a permit. It was reported that
there were four commercial operations along the Rogue River whose proprietors
have been reluctant to communicate with the Department about required permits.

Commissioner Phinney ingquired how many of the municipal sources listed
on page eight were treatment plants and how many were lagoons. Mr. Harold
Sawyer, Assistant Director in charge of water quality, stated that he
understood there was only one lagoon listed, the Winbrook facility in
Eugene.

Commissioner Crothers asked that Mr. Myles summarize the Program Activity
Report so that those present who hadn't read the report could learn of the
Department's extensive efforts. This was done.




Commissioner Somers inquired if permits had been issued to Pennwalt,
Oregon Steel Mills, and Portland Resource Recovery and received an af-
firmative reply. I

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissicner Hallock}
and carried that the Commission approve Department action on plans and
permits for the month of April as reflected in the report.

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and carried that the Commission approve eleven tax credit applications as
recommended by the Director and set forth in distributions to the Commission.
<. The applicaticns were numbered as follows: T-636, T-638, T-639, T-642,
T-643, T-647, T-648, T-652, T-653, T-654, and T-657,.

PUBLIC FORUM

{Mrs.) Marlene Frady of the East Salem Environmental Committee addressed
the Commission on the subject of HB 2029, legislation dealing with noise
pollution cantrol. Representing the people who live near the Bethel PGE
power plant, Mrs. Frady made it clear she did not wish to cast blame and
would not address the Commission if Dr. Crothers were absent. She asked if
the comments made by Dr. Crothers before the House Environment and Energy
Committee on March 25, 1975 regarding HB 2029 were representative of the
members of the entire Commission. Mrs. Frady exerpted Dr. Crothers' state-
ments as taken from the tape of the House Environment and Energy Committee
hearing regarding noilse and infrasound. Dr. Crothers reportedly stated
that, in his opinion, noise is what a person becomes accustomed to and
depends enormously on individual sensitivity; that noise pollution is not
the hazard to public health that water or air pollution are; and that PGE
should acquire larger easement arcund the plant site. Also, it was reported
that he expressed concern about the enormous responsibility of the Commission
in making economic decisions that could involve millions of dollars and
said he believed any reguired cutback {(due to budgetary problems), should
start with noise,

Mrs. Frady asked the Commission to state its position on HR 2029;
either for or against. She asked whether or not the Commission supported
Section 2 of the bill. Chairman McPhillips responded that it is not the
policy of the Commission to take a stand on any bill. He indicated that
at various times all the Commissioners have been asked to answer gquestions
regarding bills that affect the Department and have been known to do so.
He added that no public stance on any bill had been assumed. He noted
that the Commission does not make laws. Chairman McPhillips indicated to
Mrs. Frady that her gquestion had been answered by her comment that Dr.
Crothers signed the register as representing the EQC but did not mark
"for" or "against”.

Commissioner Hallcock noted that it was her recollection that when the
EQC adopted current noise regulations, it was conjectured that these would
protect those in the Bethel project's vicinity. Later, when this conjecture
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proved erroneous, it was Commissioner Hallock's recollection, the Commission
advised the neighbors of the project to sgeek legislation empowering the
Commission to control infrasound. ©On this basis, Commissioner Hallock
opined, Mrs. Frady's position was gquite understandable.

PUBLIC HEARING: TO CONSIDER ADOPTION OF ORDER PROHIBITING CONSTRUCTION OF
SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS IN CERTAIN (MORATORIUM) AREAS

Mr. Jack Osborne of the Department's Land Quality Program presented
the staff report. This report mentioned several local areas of previous
moratoriums on new construction of subsurface sewage systems. It was legal
counsel's opinion that 1973 legislation vesting in the Commission power
to regulate subsurface sewage disposal (ORS 454.605 to 454.745) pre-empted
the local moratoriums. The Director recommended that the Commission adopt,
both as a temporary rule and as an order pursuant to ORS 454.685, several
areas of moratorium previously enforced locally. During the 120-day life
of the rule, it was contended, the Department could hold hearings in each
local area affected and evaluate the advisability of each moratorium.

The moratoriums in issue were as follows:

Jackson County — three areas. ,
Josephine County - the Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood sewage disposal
emergency area. '
Douglas County = the Glide~Idleyld Park area.
Marion County - City of Donald.
Benton County - Southwest Corvallis area and the following subdivisions:
Princeton Heights, North Albany.
Kingston Heights, North Albany.
¥Kingston Heights, lst Addition, North Albany.
Strawberry Acres, North Albany.
Strawberry Acres, lst Addition, North Albany.
Country Estates, Lewisburg Area.
Country Esgtates, lst Addition, Lewisburg Area.
: Deerhaven Heights, S.E. of Philomath.
Linn County - Midway-Foster area.
Columbia County - Scappoose dike land septic tank ban area.

Mr. Osborne noted that, on May 16th Jackson County officials, after a -
detailed preliminary study, had conducted a hearing on the advisability of
the Jackscon County moratorium. The conclusions flowing from that hearing
were that the proposed meratorium area in Jackson County was no longer
needed. Mr. Osborne contended, by way of a revised Director's recommendation,
it was unlikely a Departmental hearing would yield results differing from
those advanced by Jackson County. For these reasons Mr. Osborne reported
the Director's recommendation to delete Jackson County from the list of
moratoriums scught to be invoked by temporary rule. '

Commigsioner Hallock asked whether or not Jackson County had used
topographical health overlay maps in coming to its decision about the
moratorium. Mr. Osborne replied that Jackson County officials were present
to give a full account of the procedure they undertook. He added that the
Department did not have topographical health overlays for the areas in
question.
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Mr. Tam Moore, Chairman of the Board of Commissioners for Jackson County,
summarized a study conducted with regard to the proposed Jackson County
moratorium area and presented the conclusions and recommendations resulting
from that study. They were as follows:

1} Even though the previous epidemic levels of infectious hepatitis
have subsided, no meaningful conclusions can be drawn concerning the
aeffect of the moratorium in bringing about this fact.

2) The unworkable backlog of sewage disposal permits existent in 1973
has since been overcome. It is not expected that the removal of the
moratorium would cause more than a temporary short-term increase in
the workload of the sanitation section of the Department of Planning
and Development.

3) Nearly one-third of the moratorium area has soil characteristics
offering at least a 35 percent chance of finding a suitable site on
five acres.

4} Sewer lines installed since 1973 presently or will scon serve about
900 homes and businesses, a high percentage of which were previously
served by subsurface systems within the moratorium area.

5) Approximately 350 acres (2.5 percent) of the moratorium have been
annexed by the cities of Medford and Central Point, and are subject
to municipal services.

6) Countywide zoning adopted in September 1973, in concert with the
Comprehensive Plan adopted in June 1972, precludes new residential
development at densities not supportable by soil conditions, unless
public water and sewer services are available and public need can

be demonstrated.

7) Of the 3,411 existing lots of less than five acres in size within
the moratorium area, only 599 or 18 percent are undeveloped at the
present time. Of this number, nearly 100 are within soil areas offering
at least a 35 percent chance of finding a suitable site on five acres.

8) Potential "prior approval” subsurface disposal permit applications
within the moratorium area number only about .50, -and are not concentrated
in any particular location.

9) The question of possible health hazard stemming from the cumulative
effect of otherwise individually acceptable subsurface systems cannot be
answered without extensive monitoring, testing, and other research
techniques beyond present capability.

10) The moratorium has served well the purposes for which it was
established; however, it does not seem to sufficiently meet the require-

ments of present law to justify its continuation.. ... . oo
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Based on these findings, the Moratorium Study Committee did, on May 14,
1975, unanimougsly recommend that the Septic System Moratorium of March 21,
1973 be lifted.

Chairman McPhillips inquired if a reported dispute over the South
Medford sewer project of the Bear Creek Sanitary Authority would have any
effect on the provision of sewer service tc certain areas in the proposed
moratorium. Mr. Moore replied that, though a suit was pending in federal
district court, the project was almost completed and, in his opinion, would
soon be a matter of fact. It was added that a series of negotiationsinvolving
the West Side sewer project were underway. It was noted, however,; that the
sewer would not affect the moratorium area.

Commissioner Hallock, upon asking Mr. Moore if any orchards would be
damaged by sewer trunk lines, received the answer that Mr. Moore was unaware
of any such problem. Mr. Moore noted that the City of Medford annexed one
orchard and was removing the trees. Mr. Paul DeBonny, Administrator of the
Jackson County Department of Planning and Development, explained that Bear
Creek Valley Sanitary Authority, the City of Medford, and Jackson County
had entered into an agreement to spend a 120 day period studying resolutions
toward land use planning designed to protect existing agricultural interests
ag much as possible. Commissiocner Hallock noted that Senator Hannon had
stated that orchard owners were complaining of possible interruption of
their use by sewer projects. She asked if any action proposed for the
Commigsion today would exacerbate this problem. Mr. DeBonny answered that
this was not the case.

Commissioner Somers asked if anyone representing the Bear Creek
Sanitary Authority was present and received a negative answer. He then
asked if Mr. Moore could enlighten the Commission on other general problems
in the Jackscn County area. Mr. Moore offered to discuss these matters
with Commissioner Somers at lunch or some other time, noting that a public
hearing was in progress and that he did not wish to consume more than the
appropriate amount of the Commission's time.

.In response to inguiry from Chairman McPhillips, Mr. Moore stated that,
absent the moratorium, the County would proceed to receive applications from
owners in the moratorium area which would be reviewed on their merits.
Applications not conforming to existing Commission rules would be denied,
he assured Chairman McPhillips. Chairman McPhillips asked if the Jackson
County would be served by the Commission's invoking a moratorxium and
granting a variance procedure from the moratorium to the County. Mr.

Moore replied that he found little substance to support the adopticn of
the moratorium and suggested that the Commisgion's current rules, combined
with any legislation with regard to variances which might be forthcoming,
would serve better.

Commissioner Crothers asked if, given the deletion of the moratorium,
Jackson County planned to proceed on standard rules governing subsurface
sewage system installations and contemplated no wvariance procedures in the
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moratorium areas. Mr. Moore replied that, absent delegation of authority
to Jackson County as a contract agent of the DEQ, the County would have no
authority to proceed with variance permits.

Commissioner Somers asked if it was the conclusion of those conducting
the investigations in Jackson County that the previous moratorium had, in
fact, reduced the incidence of hepatitis. Mr. Moore replied that this was
not the conclugion; that it was concluded that the moratorium's effect could
not be evaluated positively or negatively with regard to hepatitis cases.

He added that the incidence of hepatitis had abated within and without the
moratorium area.

Mr. Richard Reiter, Administrator of the Department's Southwest Region,
agreed the moratorium should be deleted due to the imminence of sewer gervice
in much of the moratorium area, and the responsible management exercised by
the Jackson County Department of Planning and Development. He added, however,
that it was the intent of the regicnal office to coordinate with Jackson
County during the coming winter and discover whether certain small geographic
"pocket" areas would appropriately be subject to a later, much smaller,
moratorium. '

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr. Reiter would explain the circumstances
in Jackson County leading up to the moratorium. Mr. Reiter stated it was
his understanding that intense development prior to 1973 was dealt with
under less stringent rules than those currently in effect. The result,
he said, was the evolution of a problem with which the local people dealt
through invoking thelr own moratorium.

Commisgioner Somers asked if Mr. Reiter was, in essence, saying that,
under the current stringent rules, there was no need for a moratorium in any
area of the state. Mr. Reiter responded that there was, in his view, a need
for a moratorium in those areas where, even though individual lots might
qualify under the present rules, it was undesirable to encourage new develop-
ment in an area ridden with health and pollution problems. He stated that
this rationale would apply to two other moratorium areas in Josephine and
Douglas Counties upon which he wished to comment later.

Cormissioner Somers asked if Mr. Reiter predicted no wholesale installa-
tion of septic tanks after the moratorium was removed and whether Mr., Reiter
thought that State and federal planning and grants would be used to help
the local people provide sewer service. Mr. Reiter replied he did not expect
the problem to recur, given local efforts to abate the problem and the
stringency of current Commission regulations on subsurface sewage. He
added that many of the houses in the area were over 30 years old and that
the problem, which was essentially solved, had been a problem of long-
standing with older facilities.

Mr. Jim Pomejavich, an attorney representing certain property owners in
the Deer Haven Heights Subdivision in Benton County, near Philomath, ad-

dressed the Commission. Mr. Pomejavich_contendegﬁphefpqulem,in,thgng§ggg§ggf““” .
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moratorium areas could be handled under existing rules on a case by case
basis. He argued that the problem was an "acre by acre” problem, not
deserving of a blanket moratorium. It was pointed out that a moratorium
which included lots otherwise suitable for septic systems was tantamount to
condemnation of those lots. He conceded that Deer Haven Heights, a sub-
division said to contain approximately 100 acres in some 30 lots, had low-
lying areas clearly unsuited for septic systems. On the other hand, he
argued, a community sanitation study of the area clearly indicated that some
of the property on higher ground could adequately support a septic system.
He added that several systems in the area now were functioning perfectly
well on lots varying from one to five acres in size. Mr. Pomejavich
conjectured that Benton County health officials felt existing rules would
allow for competent handling of Deer Haven Heights. He noted that some of
the people he represents were sure their property would not support a septic
system. On the other hand, he argued, some of his clients had properties
which cculd support a septic system and should be allowed one.

Mr. Pomejavich asked the Commission to explain what variance procedures
would be available should a moratorium be invoked. Mr. Cannon answered
that current legislation (SB 34} would, if enacted, provide the Department
and the Commission with powers to adopt rules for variance procedures
previously unauthorized. He went on to explain that, under the proposed
legislation, variance officers with expertise in soils sciences and sanitary
systems would be named. The Department and the Commission, he said, would
adopt rules specifying the methods to be used in naming variance officers
who in turn would be empowered in specific cases to approve variances from
the existing rules. Mr. Pomejavich predicted that, under this legislation,
it would take the Commission and the Department from six months to a year to
adopt the requisite rules and appoint personnel to begin considering variances.
He asked if there were any interim relief by way of variance which would
be available to residents of Deer Haven Heights in the event the moratorium
were invoked.

Commissioner Crothers responded that, in his view, variances were not
contemplated where a blanket moratorium was in effect. He added that these
morateriums had first been invoked by local authority and asked if Mr.
Pomejavich was representing a local governmental agency. Mr. Pomejavich
answered negatively, adding that he believed Mr., Heydon from Benton County
was present and could be heard on the subject of local govermment's position.

Commissioner Somers inguired of the possibility for further subdivision
in Deer Haven Heights, and its attendant increase in density of septic
systems. Mr. Pomejavich responded that in his believe, under current zoning
the minimum lot size would be five acres, leaving very little room for
further subdivision in the area. He added that under previous =zoning
regulations some lots as small as one acre were developed.

Mr. Pomejavich proffered to the Commission a report on the sanitation
study done in the area and a topographical overlay of the area which
demonstrated that both high and low elevations were present in the subdivision.
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He suggested that, if the moratorium were adopted, the Commisgsion should
order the Department to conduct a public hearing in the affected area, not
simply authorize the Department to do so.

Commissioner Somers inguired why, given the previous regulations
imposed by the Health Department, the prcblems now existing in Deer Haven
Heights had occurred. Mr. Pomejavich replied that the Health Division's
regulations had been subject to various changes and might have been in-
adequate during some previous term. Commissioner Somers opined that the
rules had not changed to any great degree. Mr. Pomejavich added that
there was always a risk of individual error in the interpretation of the
rules. Commissioner Somers inguired as to the possibility that sewer service
might be extended to Deer Haven Heights and received the answer that, in Mr.
Pomejavich's opinion, it was unlikely given that the nearest sewer trunk
line was some two and a half miles away in Philomath. Mr. Heydon concurred
in this view.

Cormissioner Somers inguired as to the average value of the tracts in
Deer Haven Heights and received Mr. Pomejavich's estimate that $1,000 to
$2,000 per acre would be a conservative guess. Mr. Pomejavich said that he
knew of one owner holding 10 acres whe had received an offer of $15,000 for
the land alone. He added that some of the residences were probably $50,000
to 560,000 in market value. Commissioner Somers inguired what would be the
benefit in owning an expensive house if the septic system were working
improperly. Mr. Pomejavich replied there were evidences of failure but no
residence had been condemned and he knew of no problem which could not be
corrected.

Directing the Commigsion's attention to Exhibit 18 of the staff report
(an older map of Deer Haven Heights), Mr. Pomejavich pointed out several
lots which had experienced septic tank problems and noted that in each case
the lot was on low ground. Mr. Pomejavich then pointed out several lots
which had experienced nc malfunction and which were all on higher ground.
In response to Commissioner Somer's inguiry, Mr. Pomejavich pointed out that,
while he had been referring to lots with septic installations which had not
experienced trouble, there was much undeveloped high ground left in the sub-
division which, in his opinion, could support new septic systems.

In regponse to ingquiry from Commigsioner Hallock, Mr, Pomejavich polnted
out that there were approximately 20 homes in the Deer Haven area, leaving
the potential for development of approximately 15 more. lots. He assured
Commissioner Hallock that some of these undeveloped lots would not be developed
under existing geptic tank installation requirements and contended that the
Department's rules governing septic tank installations would insure freedom
from health and pollution hazards in the remaining cases.

Answering a question of Commissioner Phinney, Mr. Pomejavich stated that,
of those he represented, only 2 presently owned dwellings in Deer Haven Heights.

Chairman McPhillips asked Mr. Pomejavich for an estimate as to how much
construction would take place in the Deer Haven area during the next 120 days-
with no moratorium. Mr. Pomejavich stated that he knew of one, and perhaps as
many asg three, applications for permits that would be filed immediately. He
~added that he did not know if all of these applications would be found ac-
ceptable under current rules, and predicted that at least one.of them would be

_found acceptable and result in immediaté commencement-of construction.. Mr.
_Pomejavich cautioned that of the 17 remaining undeveloped lots' in the area,

he only represented a few owners and could not gpeak for the intentiong of
the remaining owners. He asked that the Comm1551on call upon Mr. Heydon

of Benton County to be sure that he had not unlntentlonally misgstated Benton
County's view in the matter.




Mr. Roger Hevden, Benton County Sanitarian, presented the Commission with
written testimony prepared by his office with regard to areas of moratorium
proposed for Benton County. He stated that the Commission could examine the
testimony at its leisure but that he wished to comment fully on the Deer Haven
Heights area. Mr. Heyden referred to a detailed study conducted jointly
by the State Health Department and his office during April of 1974, He
noted that, as of the present, there were 22 single family dwellings in the
area and that subdivision since 1968 had resulted in a total of 37 lots,
developed and undeveloped, in Deer Haven Heights. Zoning ordinances effective
August 1, 1974, he reported, left an outlook of continued low density population
in the area due to the minimum lot size of 5 acres now required. Mr. Heyden
stated that lot sizes ranged from approximately one acre to greater than five
acres and that the area topography involved sloping in all directions, ranging
from 3 degrees to 10 degrees., He reported a predominant slope influence to the
southwest, Mr. Heyden went on to state that the predominant soil type had
apérmeability of .06 to .2 inches per hour {low permeability) 14 to 39 inches,
due to a relatively heavy clay-loam texture. He noted that the southwest portion
of the area had a soils classification involving less permeability than the rest
of the area, .06 to .2 inches per hour at 18 to 20 inches. Mr. Heyden said the
soll classifications were from soil conservation charts and might vary within the
Deer Haven Heights area. Dealing with adverse geological and water table formations,
Mr. Heyden explained that the sloping toward the southwest formed a natural
bowl which resulted in perched water tables at the restrictive depths during
certain times of the year. He reported that well logs in the area, an area
supplied primarily by individual sources, indicated adequate water supply at
the present time. He mentioned the proximity of one community system whose
capacity was unknown, and the prediction that future development of Philomoth,
two and a half miles away, would not result in community water from that quarter
being supplied to Deer Haven Heights in the near future. A stream one half mile
from the Deer Haven Heights was not considered a major surface water source.

Mr. Hayden reported that 36% of the 22 houses investigated in the survey had
failing systems. He added that attempts to correct the failing systems could
not be evaluated at the present time. It was the opinion of Mr. Heyden's office
that the area must be restricted to low-density development to accomodate sub-
surface sewage installation systems.

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Somers, Mr. Heyden stated that the
present rules gave neither difficulty of understanding nor difficulty of enforce-
ment and would, in his view, be adeguate to protect Deer Haven Heights in the
absence of a moratorium. ‘ T

Commissioner Somers asked Mr. Heyden why it was necessary to have blanket
moratoriums in any of the areas of Benton County, given the case by case possibilities
of administration of the current stringent rules. Mr. Heyden replied that, in
his belief, the moratoriums had arisen from a local philosophy wherein it was ,
determined better to restrict further development in areas which already experienced -
a health problem, even though the restriction might include lots which otherwise
would be suitable for septic tank installation. Commissioner Somers questioned
whether or not this amounted to inverse condemnation.
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Commissioner Crothers asked Mr. Heyden what would be the desire of the
Benton County government in this matter and received the reply that, in Mr,
Heyden's understanding, local government would prefer that local hearings
be conducted with regard to each moratorium area. Commissioner Crothers asked
if this meant they would@ have the Commission continue the moratorium in each
of the areas until such time as local hearings could be conducted. He received
an affirmative answer,

Commissioner Crothers asked Mr. Cannon what would be the time span necessary
to conduct the requisite local public hearings and learned that the Department
would attempt to conduct the hearings within a month and report on them June 27th.

Noting that past rules had resulted in a 36% failure, Commissioner Phinney
asked Mr. Heyden what, in his professional opinion, would be an acceptable
percentage of failures. Mr. Heyden replied that, on a statewide basis, he did
not think a 20 to 25 percent failure rate on septic systems installed since
1968 was an uncommon occurrence, Commissioner Phinney stated that, while this
percentage might not be uncommon, it was hardly acceptable in view of the
investments lost by those 20 to 25 percent of the people installing the systems.
Mr. Heyden agreed and noted that, in his view, the previous rules had been vague
and unmanageable and predicted the present rules would improve upon this
percentage.,

In response to Commissioner Somers' question, Mr. Heyden stated that

his experience in interpreting the rules had gone back to 1966. Commissioner
Somers noted that Mr., Heyden had considerable experience in the field and added
that it should be remembered that many septic systems would fail over a protracted
period of time. Mr. Heyden agreed with this assumption. He said he felt there
was a concensus of opinion amoung those in the field that there were now definable
standards and concurred with Commissioner Somers that the enforcement of these
standards would result in increased longevity for septic systems. Mr. Heyden
added tﬁat, at the time the local moratoriums were invoked, the standards had

not been satisfactory. Mr. Pat Emmons, owner of property in Kingston Heights,
stated that he had a subsurface sewage disposal permit for his Kingston Heights
property prior to the moratorium and urged that, if the Commission found Benton
County authorities capable of handling Deer Haven Heights under existing rules
without a moratorium, the same considerations would apply to Kingston Heights.

Mr. Robert Steel presented himself as a homeowner in Kingston Heights who
had been victimized by a poor septic system installed to serve a home he had
purchased. He stated that within 30 days after his purchase of this brand new
home, a septic problem was apparent, He said there were many problems in the
Kingston Heights area similar to his, Mr. Steel stated that he had $35,000
invested in a house which by rights should be condemned and asked who protects
homeowners from such catastrophies. Mr. Steel said subsurface sewage had
risen in his backyard, rendering it impossible for him to build a fence in the
backyard, plant a garden there, or otherwise enjoy the backyard.

In response to Commissioner Somers'! inquiry, Mr. Steel stated that he had
been in the house since February of 1974.and that he had discovered that the
warranty required for new houses contained several loopholes which made it
impossible for him to obtain any redress against the seller of the house. Mr.
Steel reported that the builder was going bankrupt and he was unable to obtain
satisfaction from that quarter. He said efforts to move against the required
$2,000 bond had been frustrating. Commissioner Somers noted that a $2,000 bond
was hardly sufficient to secure a $35,000 investment,
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Mr. Steel contended that there had been too many problems in the Kingston
Heights area to permit further construction and urged that the moratorium be
invoked. He argued there had been too many unexplainable mistakes involving
new septic systems to risk further installation.

He informed Commissioner Phinney that there were approximately 30 houses
in the area and that he did not know the exact number of houses experiencing
septic problems because there was a tendency in the neighborhood to keep the
matter quiet. He reported that there had bheen instances of the sale of houses
with faulty systems which left the buyer with the problem. Because of his
propensity to bring the matter out into the open, Mr. Steel said, many of his
neighbors declined to associate with him.

In response to inguiry from Commissioner Crothers, Mr. Steel reported that
current discussions going on with Albany indicated that it would be 5 to 10
yvears before sewer service could be made available for the Kingston Heights
subdivision. He added that the indications at present were that the Kingston
Heights area would have to be annexed to the City of Albany before sewer service
wolld be available. In response to Commissioner Somers' inquiry, Mr. Steel
reported that he lived on Woodcraft Street in the First Addition of Kingston
Heights on Lot 3, Block 6. He reported this was a low-lying lot at the foot
of the hill surrounding the subdivision. Mr. Steel said his home was built
in the latter partof 1973 and he had moved into it in February of 1974. Mr.
Steel emphasized the catastrophic effects of situations where hbuildérs construct
houses for sale to innocent persons, leaving buyers with the problem. He
noted that in one instance in his heighborhood a faulty system would not receive
any redress because the buildér was now bankrupt. He mentioned the effects
on family life that evolved from the unpleasant odor and the unavailability
of the land for normal recreational uses or gardening purposes. Mr, Steel urged
the Commission to contemplate such circumstances prior to making any decision
on the advisibility of the moratoriums.

Mrs. Edna Richards of Linn County addressed the Commission with regard to
the proposed moratorium in the Foster-Midway area. She inquired as to what’
percentage of septic tank failure was considered a health hazard and received
an answer from the Department's Mr. Osborne that, in his recollection, something
on the order of 20% was the threshold used by the State Health Division.
Commissioner Crothers added that a single failing septic tank did constitute
a health hazard.

Mrs. Richards asked if she correctly understood the Benton County Sanitarian
to have stated that septic tanks in a moratorium area had been repaired after
the invocation of the moratorium and received an affirmative answer. Mrs:
Richards reported curiosity as to why she had been informed by the Linn County
Sanitarian that the moratorium precluded undertaking repairs of septic systems,

Mrs. Richards objected that she was being forced to annex to the City of
Sweethome while the city predicted it would take anywhere from 5 to 20 years
before sewer service would be provided and that in some areas of Foster-Midway
sewer service would never be provided. Chairman McPhillips told Mrs. Richards
that this problem was one which the Commission could not address. Mrs. Richaxds :
replied that she understood but wished, in any event, to bring it to the Commission's
and the public's attention. _
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Mrs. Richards also inquired as to what "strings" would be attached to the
City of Sweethome's provision of sewer service to her area, Mr. Cannon assured
Mrs. Richards that as soon as plans were completed in this area everyone
concerned would be informed whether or not they had to hook up, what amount of
property assessment would be involved, what the sewer charges would be, and so
forth., He added that legislation currently pending would involve an economic
assessment of annexation-as well as a health hazard assessment and permit the
municipality, in appropriate cases, to avoid annexation if it appeared that
the cost to the city of annexation and provision of services would be impossible
to restore through the imposition of assessments.

Mrs, Richards stated that much of the problem in their area was caused by
poor drainage and asked that consideration be given to improvement of the
drainage system along Highway 20.

Commissioner Somers urged Mrs. Richards to inform herself of what the
regulations are with regard to repair of systems and noted that repair was
permitted where it did not involve expansion of the facility, Mr. Cannon’
added that it was his understanding that when a moratorium existed, repair
which did not contemplate expansion of the system would be perfectly permissible
and asked that Mrs. Richards talk with him after the hearing so that her mis-
understanding could be ironed out.

Mr. C. William Olson of Josephine 'County Health Department addressed the
Commission. He pointed out that the boundary of the Josephine County moratorium
area (Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood) was inaccurate as reflected on the Department's
exhibit 3 of the staff report in that it included an area which was serviced
by sewer. Mr. Olson reported that everything west of Allan Creek was hooked
up to sewers and no longer in need of moratorium action. Mr. Olson stated that
the remaining area involved land which would not qualify for subsurface installa-
tion under existing rules, leaving no possibility for development even in the
absence of a moratorium. Consequently, it was reported, Josephine County Board
of Health, in a meeting one month previous to the Commission meeting, had .
decided to take no stance whatever on the Commission's decision with regard
to continuing or discontinuing the moratorium.

Commissioner Somers asked if Josephine County had made a predetermination
that the entire area was not fit for septic installation without examining it
lot by lot. Mr. Olson replied that the area had been accepted by the people
as a problem area for many years now and there was no pressure at all to grant
permits for septic tank installations in the area. He added that it was part
of the Redwood Sewer District and plans to service it were just getting under
way. He alluded to a survey taken in 1970 which indicated a failure percentage
as high as 40 percent for the area. Mr. Olson assured Commissioner Somers that,
without qualification, there was not a lot in the proposed area which under currehnt
subsurface sewage regulations, would qualify for a permit. He added that it
had been the custom to conduct tests during high-water, winter season in the
area and that these had always had disqualifying results. Restrictive layers
and winter water tables prevented their qualification, he reported.

In response to ingquiry by Mr. cannon, Mr. Olson reported that the Josephine. _.
County ordinances required hookup to sewers if the sewer was within 160 feet of
the property line. He stated that no new septic installations would be permitted
in that part of the moratorium now serviced by sewers and that existing systems,
if found failing, would be required to hookup regardless of cost or distance.
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Commissioner Somers asked if, under current rules, the permit applicant
could be made to wait until the winter season prior to the decision whether
to grant or deny a permit. Mr. Olson replied that, under current regulations,
questions about the winter conditions could result in deferral of an application
for purposes of winter testing and conceded that there had been some complaints
about this process which had not thus far been extremely adamant. He cited
realtors as the group complaining most. Mr. Olson added that the area was
virtually one hundred percent given to winter failures and that few failures
occurred during the summer dry season. He stated that the Health Department
had not been overly stringent in attempting to correct existing failures due
to the probability of sewer service to correct the problem in the near future.

Mr, pick Lermon, Marion Co. Health Department, addressed the Commission with
regard to the moratorium proposed for the City of Donald. Mr. Lermon pointed
out that the City of Donald had experienced little regulation in earlier days,
had problems involving hookup of sewer facilities directly to drainage systems,
had invoked its own moratorium in April of 1974, and had undertaken a sewer
study. On these considerations, Mr. Lermon urged the Commission to invoke a
moratorium in the City of Ponald until such time as municipal sewage collection
and treatment becomes a reality for Donald. '

Commissioner Somers inguired if he had heard correctly that some systems
in Donald were hooked directly to storm sewers without the intervention of
a septic tank. Mr. Lermon affirmed that there was evidence of this along with
evidence of other extremely obsolete practices. Mr, Lermon noted that most of
the houses in Donald were very old. Commissioner Crothers noted that many of
the houses in Donald were 50 years old or more. Mr. Lermon added that the
majority of the lots in Donald were between 7,000 and 10,000 square feet, small
lots which tended to exacerbate the situation.

Mr. Lermon and Commissioner Somers concurred that most of the lots of Donald
would not qualify for septic system installation under current rules. Commissioner
somers inquired if lot owners whose property would qualify, should be considered.
Mr. Lermon responded that, with the extremely high winter water table in the area,
he did not believe that any lots would qualify. Commissioner Somers then asked
what would be the need of the moratorium. Mr. Lermon said that while it was a
matter of opinion, his office's position was that a moratorium should be invoked
as a safeguard.

Richard Reiter, administrator of the Department's Southwest Regional Office,
addressed the Commission with regard to the proposed moratorium in the Josephine
County area, noting that in the Fruitdale-Harbeck area success had been obtained
in attempts to provide sanitary sewer service, Mr. Reiter added, however, that
in the Redwood area there was not sufficient sewer service at present. Mr.
Reiter reported that the EPA's requirement of an EIS for the proposed Redwood
sewer project was causing delay in the project's completion. In the interim,
he stated, the area was still besieged with numerous failing systems-and the
rationale to the original moratorium was still valid. On these considerations,
Mr. Reiter urged the moratorium be invoked for at least six months to enable local
hearings to take place which might result in the resolution of some of the delays
in the sewer project and might result in changes of the moratorium boundaries
where the same were found appropriate.
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Referring to Mr., Olson's estimation that none of the Redwood area lots
would qualify under existing rules, Mr. Reiter contended that this would not
be known for sure until each individual lot was evaluated. He then stressed
the importance of a moratorium to preclude the introduction of new people in
an area declared to be a health hazard area. This was important, he stated,
regardless of whether or not new systems could be expected to work. Even with
a properly working system, it was disadvantageous to allow new development in
a health hazard area, he argued. )

Commissioner Somers inguired rhetorically if any of the property owners
whose lands would qualify under existing rules had approached the Board of
County Commissioners toward obtaining a rebate on the property taxes paid.
It was Commissioner Somera' opinion that serious consideration ought to be
given to the plight of the lot owner who would gqualify in a moratorium area.
In Commissioner Somers' opinion, if rules in effect now worked properly, it
might be good judgement to forgo a moratorium.

Commissioney Somers ingquired if newcomers would not be made aware through
their olfactory senses of the existing problem and, thus apprised, better left
to make their own decision as to whether they wished to enter the area. Mr.
Reiter responded that, at certain times of the year, the problem was not
readily apparant. He added, also, that there might be those who wished to
develop their property after holding it for a lengthy period of time and were
ready to do so not withstanding the problem..

Commissioner Hallock suggested that the argument used by Commissioner Somers
might work both ways in that it might be the case that, given the non-qualifying
nature of the great majority of-the lots concerned, a moratorium would have
minimal impact on a few lot owners while, at the same time, affording maximum
protection for the community. Mr. Reiter responded that he would favor a
moratorium until such time as the regional office and local authorities had
time to examine the problem and return to the Commission with more detailed
information. Mr. Reiter said this pecommendation held for Douglas County also.

Turning his attention to the Glide-Idleyd area of Douglas County, Mr. Reiter
reported that many bond issues had failed in attempts to pyrovide funding for
sewer services and that no sanitation districts remained in tact. He stated,
however, that Douglas County officials were presently studying the possibility
of providing a pressurized collection system to the area which would substantially
reduce the problem at a minimal cost. In view of the continued existance of the
high failure rate of systems in the Glide-Jdleyd area as revealed by a survey
undertaken in the £all of 1974, Mr. Reiter urged that a temporary moratorium be
invoked in order to afford time for public hearing and the gathering of more
definite information about the area. Mr. Reiter noted that one issue in any
proposed hearings should be the question of boundary changes in light of the -
fact that the 1974 survey did reveal certain areas within the moratorium suffering
a rather low failure rate at present and with soil: make-ups which rendered
repair of systems possible., Evaluation of the progress on the possible installation
of pressurized system would be another issue, he added.

An unidentified speaker presented herself as a property owner on Whistlers
Lane, on the very fringe of the Glide-Idleyd moratorium area. She stated she
was informed by Douglas County officials that there was little likelihood the
proposed pressurized system would provide service to her area, an area which
was five miles out of Glide. She lamented that her mother owned a piece of
property contiguous to hers and found the property unusable for a great many
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purposes, including as a dwelling site under the existing moratorium, She
objected that the moratorium in jits present form was sketchy and that people
near her could install systems while her mother could not. She noted that

her mother's land was of the same characteristic as hers and that she had

an adequate septic system which was installed with the advice of county
sanitarians and included a pumping device to carry the effluent to the drainage
field. :

Dr. Crothers suggested that a motion might be in order to adopt the moratorium
except in those areas where written request comes from local county governments
asking for the abandonment of the moratorium. He also suggested that the direc-
tions to the Department not only authorize but instruct the Department 4o conduct
public hearings in the lécal areas of moratorium.

Mr., Raymond Underwood, Commission Counsel, expressed reservation about
predicating a present action on a future writing, and suggested that the
Commission try to make definite its resolution of the matter today, either
invoking all the moratoriums, or deleting those requested to be deleted by
local authorities. Commissioner Crothers agreed.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney,
and carried that the amended Director's recommendation be adopted .invoking
the moratoriums in all the proposed areas on a temporary rule basis with the
exception of that area of the proposed Jackson County moratorium, and
instructing the Department to conduct public hearings in all of the locally
affected areas as was suggested,

Mr. Pomejavich asked if Dr. Crothers had misunderstood the position of
Benton County with regard to whether or not moratoriums were desired in that
area. Commissioner Phinney responded she had attended a meeting of the Benton
County Commissioners recently wherein it was her understanding that the Commissi-
oners thought the moratoriums were needful. Commissioner Crothers added that
the moratorium was temporary in nature and only intended for a duration of time
which would allow hearings to be conducted and recommendationg to be formed
in the light of additional evidence. He added the hope that by the next Commi-
ssion meeting, or in any event, by the Commission meeting thereafter, the
Department would be prepared to make recommendations to the Commission with
regard to each of the moratorium areas.

COMMENTS BY JACKSON COUNTY OFFICIALS REGARDING SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL PRIOR
APPROVALS

Mr. Paul A. DeBonny, Director of the Jackson County Department of Planning
and Development addressed the Commission. Mr, DeBonny noted that his Department
took over the task of administering subsurface sewage disposal regulations in
Jackson County in July of 1974. Since that time, he reported, there had been a
series of administrative problems which had evolved. He noted that it was at
the invitation of Commissioner Hallock that he was appearing to discuss these
‘problems., Mr. DeBonny stated his wish to concentrate on two primary areas of
concern, those being the area of prior approvals, and the area of variance
procedures. Mr. DeBonny recounted a series of vacillating decisions with regard
to property requested to be reviewed by Realtor Mr., Walt Sellers of-Jacksen—-_ .- -
County. Mr. DeBonny cited the two-month period consumed prior to final
decision on prior approval as evidence of administrative problems regarding
prior approvals. 1In the matter to which Mr. DeBonny alluded, the site was
finally recognized as one subject to the prior approval clause based on the

fact that, while it may not have qualified as an approval in accord with the
rules in effect at the time regarding the minimum depth of the water table,
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this provision of the previous rules was more restrictive than the 1974 rules.
It was decided that where previous rules were more restrictive than the '
present rules, conformance with the present rules in the relevent respects
would be sufficient to support a recognition of prior approval. Mr. DeBonny
emphasized that he had recounted the incident not to cast aspersions on anyone
but simply to illustrate the type of problem being encountered in the adminis-
tration of the prior approval provisions. Mr. DeBonny then addressed himself
to a position paper prepared by his Department to inform the Commission of

his staff's position on the matter. Mr. DeBonny noted that when the Commission
decided to honor all outstanding prior permits and approvals; three basic
criteria were set down: (1) expressly authorized use of subsurface sewage
disposal for an individual lot or for a specific lot within a subdivision, (2)
approvals or permits which were issued by a representative of a state or local
agency authorized by law to grant such approvals, (3) issuance in accordance
with all rules in effect at the time, These items, Mr. DeBonny contended,

had been interpreted in many ways and with changes over periods of time. Mr,
DeBonny contended that fine distinctions could make the difference between
issuance and denial and were therefore extremely important. Consistency, he
emphasized, should be sought in such matters. The basic reason for recognizing
prior approvals, he said, was to protect the landowner who had invested on the
strength of a good faith belief that a septic tank permit was available. Mz,
DeBonny argued that once it had been established that a permit was issued, the
permit should not be measured against any rules, In deciding whether or not to
recognize the prior permit, he contended, the agency should go back to the
intent of the law to prohibit water pollution and protect the public health.

He contended that in adopting the proposed amendments to the subsurface sewage
regulations, the Commission should take the course of ordering all prior approvals
except those in the extreme cases where successful installation and maintenance
of a system was considered unlikely in the judgement of qualified professionals.

He contended that extension of regognition of prior approvals for another
year would solve nothing unless a more equitable process were established for
the administration of their recognition or non-recognition.

Turning to rule variances for local areas, Mr. DeBonny noted that administrative
rules cannot perfectly deal with all cases and thought it appropriate to create
variance procedures to avert inequities in the rigid application of the rules.

He reported that under current wariance procedure, his county had applied- for
designation of its rural zoned areas by the Director and been turned down because
the request went to parcels with a minimum lot size of five acres; whereas the
Director had preferred that any designation be based on a minimum lot size of

ten acres. A request for reconsideration had been turned down in anticipation of
the passage of SB 34, which would create a statewide variance procedure. Mr.
DeBonny thought it rather apparant that the legislature would pass SB 34 in

some form and then some variance procedure would evolve, He was concerned that,

due to the great area in Jackson County having severe limitations for subsurface
systems, many aprplicants would apply for a permit, be denied after having paid

$50, and request a variance with an additional $150.fee only to be denied again.

Mr. DeBonny opined that professional sanitarians and soils scientists should

be given more discretionary authority to determine suitability and design of - -
systems. He thought a hearing officer should bhe necessary only in extreme- .
cases where all available local remédy is exhausted. Based on these con51derat10ns;'@
he made the following recommendation:
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1) Environmental Quality Commission expand the O.A.R. concerning rural areas
designations to specifically include compliance with the County's Comprehen-
sive Land Use Plan, general rural character as designated by exhibit map,
and minimum lot size of five acres.

2) Removal of the criteria for Prior Approvals that requires compliance with
the rules in effect at the time, and substitute;

3. Construction shall conform as nearly as possible with the current rules
of the commission.

4. The site is suitable for installation of a subsurface system (not including
alternate systems unless approved by E.Q.C.) that will not pollute the
waters of the state or enaanger public health as determined by the
Department.

3) Acknowledge that contract counties carry the full authority of statute that
relates to the Departhent of Environmental Quality . except for those areas
specifically excluded by 0.R.S. or O.A.R.

Mr. DeBonny urged that consistency and equitibility be sought in the
administration of any rules or statutes, and stated that problems existed:
which would have to be solved before the statutes could be administered in
a manner conforming with legislative intent,

Mr. DeBonny stated that the reason for the last of his recOmmendations was
extreme concern that, as a contract agent for the DEQ, the Jackson County Depart-
ment of Planning and Development be able to issue or deny permits with a high
degree of finality, and insure that all local remedies were sought prior to any
further appeal.

Commissioner Somers inquired about Mr. DeBonny's procedure where prior
approvals were discovered which did not conform to then existing rules. Mr.
DeBonny replied that these were a problem. He noted that presently in Jackson
County there was a danger that a great many permits would be subject to revocation
and hoped that no stone would be left unturned which might lead to the granting
of the permits. He feared that some permits might have to be revoked owing to
technical interpretations of the rules, rather than a professional analysis of
whether or not the system sought would pose a health hazard or water pollution
problem.

Commissioner Somers asked for Mr. DeBonny's estimate of how many complaints
flowed from a misinterpretation of staff's information to individuals and a
failure to provide the individuals with the rule in issue so as to afford the
individual an opportunity to study what could or could not be done. Mr. DeBonny
replied that he thought very few problems of this nature arcse, at least at the
present time., Mr. DeBonny added that, since his Department took over the
regulation of subsurface sewage, policies in force with the predecessor agency
had been changed. He noted that the soils scientists had been instructed to
evaluate each individual site with an eye to finding a portion of the site
sauitable for installation, rather than simply taking random tests at various
points on the site. It was Mr. DeBonny's hope in operating the Department, to
provide the maximum possible service to each individual. a - T
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Commissioner Somers then inguired how many private lagoons had been approved
in Jackson County and whether or not any had bee encouraged by Mr, DeBonny's
department, Mr, DeBonny replied that he was unaware of the number of lagoons
and that his Department did not encourage their use,

. Commissioner Somers noted that a resident of a southern Oregon county
had informed the legislature that that county sanitarian had forbidden him to
install a septic tank on a 400 acre parcel of land. Mr, DeBonny responded that
he was not aware of any such ruling having been made by his department, Commiss-
ioner Somers noted that it was the Commission which generally took the blame for
such incidents.

Commissioner Somers asked how the Commission could effectuate Mr. DeBonny's
third@ suggestion without actually returning the entire program to the county.
Mr. DeBonny responded that he agreed with the concept of subsurface sewage
regulations being left in a state agency to ensure uniform statewide administra-
tion. On this basis, he reported, he would not favor a return of the program to
the county level. He urged, however, that the rules be drafted to avoid problems
of 1nterpretat10n and focus on legislative intent.

Commissioner Somers sympathized with the difficulties to which Mr. DeBonny
alluded, agreed that in normal circumstances an applicant should not have to
wait so long for interpretation of the rule, and recalled that in October the
prior approval rule had been reevaluated and broadened even more than it had
been originally. He asked if further broadening of the rule was desired. Mr,
DeBonny responded affirmatively. '

Jackson County Commissioner, Tam Moore, addressed the Commission and stated
that he thought the problem was one of interpretation, He desired to inform
the Commission of the scope of the problem encountered in Jackson County. He
cited a report prepared by Mr. Dave Couch when the latter was a county employee
in May of 1974 which analyzed the caseload of permits granted for undeveloped
land over the 5200 files then in the Department's office., (Mr. Moore noted
that the files now numbered over 5500). Mr. Couch's report indicated that, in
1971, 310 permits had been issued for undeveloped land. These had been preceded
by standard percolation tests. In 1972, there were 534 undeveloped permits
out of approximately 1100 applications. These had been granted in 50% of the
cases after percolation tests and, in the remaining 50%, after soils analysis
with the aid of back-hoe ditching. In 1973, it was reported, 968 permits were
granted for undeveloped property out of 1379 permits. The total was, Mr. Moore
reported, 1842 "undeveloped" permits out of 3300 granted in the three-year period.
This amount, Mr. Moore reported, was over 55% of the total permits approved hy
the Jackson County Department of Planning and Development since May 1 of 1974. He
added that approximately 160 prior approvals had been processed since invocation
of the present rules, contending that this indicated the magnitude of the problem
that lay ahead. Mr. Mcore went on to quote from Mr, Couch's report, citing the
latter's conclusion that the majority of the prior approvals were not valid
under present rules due to a lack of information in the county’'s files. On
the above congideration, Mr. Moore urged adoption of a rule going to the valldlty
of the site itself, rather than going to what was contained in the files, . He
argued that it was a waste of Mr, Underwood's and Mr.-Spies' time to sit in
Portland and evaluate files and interpret rules when the problem was a problem
going to the nature of each individual site. Mr. Moore interpreted Mr, Couch's
report to indicate that of the prior approvals, outstanding in Jackson County,
882 probably could not meet the existing rules,
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Commissioner Somers recalled that, in a neighboring county, a problem had
occurred wherein the files indicated that, during spring high water runs,
houses had been filled with 6 inches of water. Applications in these areas
had been approved, apparantly through the incompetance of the approving official.
He inquired as to how the Commission should approach the problem of prior
approvals without having to single out instances of incompetent behavior and
fix blame. Mr. Moore suggested that.the rule be amended so that the prior
approval would receive recognition if it did not, in the opinion of the issuing
official, constitute a health hazard or a water pollution problem, Mr. Somers
rejoined that this would vest final authority in the discretion of a local
official. Mr. Moore contended this would be appropriate if the applicant had
recourse from wrongful judgement through the appeals procedure which had been
set.up.

Cormmissioner Somers asked Mr. DeBonny for an estimate of the cost that would
be involved in having regqulationg printed up and adding the requirement that
when a permit is sought the applicant receive a copy of the requlations so they
can understand them. Mr, DeBonny responded that the principal problem with this
was involved in people's reluctance to read handouts. He noted that fact
sheets are often handed out in the case of permit issuances and seldom read.

The only remedy for this problem that he knew was to persistently attempt to
explain the regulations to people.

Mr. Moore added that, in his view, the basic problem was the lack of an
adequate standard in the rule. He argued that the permit holder and the
Department could both read the rule, but that the rule itself should go
back to the question of health hazards and water pollution,

Chariman McPhillips inquired of Mr. Moore how long it was advisable to honor
prior approvals. He noted that many of the prior approvals had been outstanding
for several vears. _—

Mr. DuBonny responded that, as was pointed out in his position paper,
he felt that the time factor was not relevant in that the public would be
protected by a basic standard going to the question of health hazards and
water pollution.

CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF PROPOSED REVISIONS TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE
RULES PERTAINING TO SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL

Mr. Jack Osborne of the Department's Land Quality Program presented the
staff report to the Commission. The history of the Citizens' Task Force efforts
in drafting the proposed rule revision was summarized. It was reported that
the record of a May 2lst public heating on the proposed revision would not be
closed until June 2, 1975. For this reason it was the Director's recommendation
that the Commission adopt as a temporary rule, to become effective immediately
upon filing with the Secretary of State, the Proposed Revisions to OAR, Chapter
340, Division 7, Subsurface Sewage Disposal, May, 1975, as amended by th
following: ‘ . ‘

1) The accompanying Errata Sheet,

2) Amendments to section 71-010(39) (Definition of “"Header pipe").,

3) Amendments to section 71-030(4) (d).(Requirements for header pipes),
4) Amendment to the design of drop box in Diagram 11A,

5) BAmendment to Paragraphs VA and VB of Appendix B,
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6) And, Deletion of "Seepage pifs and cesspools shall not be used, except
in those counties of three hundred and fifty thousand (350,000)
population or greater, No new land partitioning or subdivision shall
be made based on the use of seepage pits or cesspools,”" from section
71-030(5) (a).

In response to inguiry from Commissioner Hallock, Mr. Osborne explained
that the deletion of the above-mentioned sentences would leave the present
regulations regarding seepage pits and cess pools in tact, He added that,
under the present rules, seepage pits and cess pools were allowed where they
could meet the requirements pertaining to them. Mr. Osborne added that the
proposed provision relating to seepage pits and cess pools would have a great
impact in Multnomah County, an impact which, in staff's view, justified delay
until such time as the Commission could review all of the public testimony
given on this subject in the May 2lst hearing.

Commissioner Hallock inquired if it was the Director's recommendation that
the Commission not accept the proposals by Jackson County with regard to the
"prior approvals" clause. Mr., Osborne responded that the proposal to recognize
prior approvals for one year longer than they are recocgnized under current
rules was not an adequate solution, but an interim measure. He pointed out
that the prior approvals problem was a very difficult one whose sclution was
being sought. It was Mr. Osborne's hope that, within the next 120 days, the
citizens' Task Force would be able to deal with the prior approvals question
a little more definitively than had been accomplished so far., Commissiocner
Hallock requested whether Mr. DeBonny's proposal would be more suitable
than the proposal to postpone the prior approvals problem for another year and
received Mr, Osborne's response that he would prefer to use the coming 120
days to allow the Citizens' Task Force to evaluate the problem further. Mr.
Osborne added that he felt the philosophy behind Mr. DeBonny's proposal was
more in alignment with the thinking of staff than was the notion of simply
postponing the problem for another year. He explained that if the postponement
were adopted as a temporary rule it would last for 120 days, affording an
opportunity in the interim to come up with an alternative to the present
proposal.

Commissioner Hallock questioned Mr. Osborne with regard to his technical
views concerning the effect of Mr. DeBonny's proposal on the prior approvals
that had to be revoked in Jackson County. She added that she was not asking
for Mr. Oshorne's view of whether Mr, DeBonny's proposal was politically sound,
but rather whether it was technically sound. Mr. Osborne responded that he would
have no personal, professional objection to handling prior approvals on a
case by case basis and following the opinion of an experienced professional with
regard to the questions of water pollution and health hazard.

Commissioner Somers noted that, unless the Commission took some action,
those holding prior approvals would forfeit the current building season. He
added that waiting 120 days to finally resolve the question would consume
the building season.

Commissioner Crothers wished to know if he understood correctly that it
was the Department's recommendation that the Commission temporarily adopt the
rules as proposed by the Director to afford the Citizens' Task Force interim -
time to work on the controversial proposals. Mr. Osborne concurred with this
understanding. - T T T Tt T T T
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Commissioner Crothers said his only difficulty with Mr. DeBonny's proposal
was that it would invite repetition of the conflict in those instances
wherein it was decided the site was not suitable under Mr. DeBonny's standards.
Commissioner Hallock replied that her understanding was that part of the present
problem was that the present rule was contingent on matters other than whether
or not a system on the prior approved site would constitute a health hazard or
water pollution hazard. Commissioner Crothers stated that there was no
question about the proper standard; that the object was to put an an end to
pollution of the waters of the state. He concluded that this process all came
back to the reviewing of individual permit applications. Commissioner Crothers
stated that his preference would be to have the Citizens' Task Force contemplate
the matter further prior to any Commission action,

Mr. Osborne relayed the suggestion of Mr., Spies that the staff could return
to the next Commission meeting with a specific proposal regarding prior approvals,

Commissioner Phinney inquired if prior approvals did not, in fact, receive
preference over permits granted under the present rules in that the holder
of a recognized prior approval was allowed a longer period of time in which
to complete construction. Mr. Osbhorne replied that this was correct,

Commissioner Phinney asked whether the Proposals would exempt pit privies
from only the permit requirement, or from both the permit requirement and
other requirements relating to setback and so forth. Mr. Oshorne said they
would be exempted from the requirement of obtaining a permit but would not be
exempt from other requirements of the rules. He stated the purpose to
be relief for situations wherein, under the current rules, there was a
technical requirement to obtain a no-fee permit each time a portable pit privy
was moved.

Commigsioner Phinney inguired as to why the proposals adopted a standard,
per unit, daily capacity for mobile homes located in mobile home parks instead
of adopting a capacity based on bedfoom spaces as had been the case with all
other dwellings. -Mr. Osborne replied that, for reasons unknown, the mobile —
park indistry was able to demonstrate that mobile homes located in mobile
home parks produce a sewage flow per unit which is less than that resulting
from other dwellings. He was unable to explain how mobile home park dwellers
managed to use less water.

Commissioner Somers suggested that the question of prior approvals be
tabled until later in the meeting to afford Commission Counsel, Mr., Spies, and
the representatives of Jackson County an opportunity to confer privately toward
drafting a proposed temporary rule to place before the Commission for consideration
later on in the day. This suggestion was accepted.

Mr. Robert McDougal of the Home Builders Association of Metropolitan
Portland addressed the Commission. Mr. McDougal noted that his organization
presented testimony to the hearings officer on May 2lst which could be considered
by the Commission and added that his organization was in agreement with staff's
recommendation that the proposals regarding restriction of cess pools and seepage
pits be deleted, He presented the Commission with written testimony regarding
the proposed rules. B

_ Mr. Terry Rahe of the Columbia County Health Department, representing the
sanitarians of Columbia, Washington, Multnomah, and Clackamas counties, recommended
that the deadline for recognition of prior approvals remain July 1, 1975 as under
the current rules., It was reported that the sanitarians of the Portland region
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counties had met on April 15th and discussed the situation at some length.
Their conclusion was that the honoring of approvals based on insufficient
technology was not in keeping withithe statement of general purpose included
in the administrative rules, He contended that the homeowner was not well
served by permission to install a system which did not have potential for
adequate functional longevity. This is particularly unfortunate, he reported,
where the homeowner purchases the home from a developer who installed a septic
system based ona prior approval, He cited Mr, Steel's testimony as being indicative
of the type of harm which could occur in this fashion, Mr, Ray argued that
the only fair approach was to require all development in the state of Oregon
to proceed under equal standards. Mr, Rahe quarreled with the notion that
prlor approvals should be allowed where they don't present a potential health
hazard or water pollution problem on the ground that systems do not present
these problems only if they conform with the present rules. He pointed out

te the Commission that, under the current rules, prior approvals could be
honored until July 1 of 1975 and, in turn, the completion of construction
would not have to occur until July 1, 1976, affording the permit holder full
use of the current building season.

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr, Rahe would concede that persons holding
prior approvals had already gone through. the permit application process in
good faith. Mr. Rahe conceded this but added that, under the current rules,
holders of prior approvals still had thirty days in which to obtain reccgnition
of them and had over a year in which to complete construction. Commissioner
Somers contended there was harshness involved, noting that, in other "phase-out”
legislation, such as the phasing out of commercial signs along the highway,
periods ranging from four to five years had been given for cessation. Mr. Rahe
responded that, while the problem was not being approached by field technicians
on a pelitical basis, the Commission had, perhaps, not been informed of the
very gross nature of a great many prior approvals left to be considered. From
a technical standpoint, he argued, further solicitude would be unwarranted in
that the same would open the door for some highly unsatisfactory installations.
He added that technicians were grateful that they presently had a set of
rules which were workable. He argued that he, as an individual, would not want
to buy a house built under a prior approvals provision.

Commissioner Crothers inguired if Mr. Rahe would be happy with a provision
that, when prior approvals are recognized, they are recognized with some type
of attached warning stating the technician's opinion that, though the permit
is valid, the system would probably fail. Mr. Rahe opined that this was already
a requirement. Commissioner Somers said he thought the requirement of this kind
attached only to bio-systems at present. Mr. Cannon:stated that it was appropriate
to add to obsolete permits based on prior approval language stating that the
system was granted under obsolete standards, or would not meet current standards
and involved a risk of failure. Commissioner Somers acknowledged this possibility,
but questioned its usefulness where there is no provision to have the warning
filed with the deed records, so as to place any potential buyer on notice of
the deficiency.

Mr. Rahe responded that he would not prefer a situation wherein the lending
agencies were called upon to enforce proper septic tank installations, rather
than having the Department do the same. Commissioner Somers rejoined that there
remained the equitable considerations to be extended to those persons who had in
good faith obtained prior approvals and invested in properties on the strength
of the Pepartment's previous position with regard to their permits. Mr. Rahe _noted,
that, in his view, many of the prior approvals will meet present standards, a
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circumstance which would diminish the number of persons injured by reliance
on the previous approval.

Mr, Underwood speculated as to whether it would be necessary to have a
statutory enactment to render such warning admissable to the deed records.
Commissioner Somers commented that it was his understanding that all that
was necessary for entry to the deed records was that the document contain a
description of the property and the notarized signature of fts owner, Mr.
Underwood and Commissioner Somers discussed briefly whether additional legisla-
tion would be required in order to authorize the presence of such a warning in
the deed records of the county clerks,

Commissioner Hallock asked Mr., Rahe if he knew how many prior approvals
would meet current standards. Mr., Rahe responded that he did not know, adding
that a system installed on a prior approval, if the system could have met current
standards, would be reliable.

My, Harding Chinn, representing the Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners.
noted that Multncmah County had presented its position on the proposed revisions
before the hearings officer on May 2lst and supported staff's recommendation that
the proposed limitations on the use of geepage pits and cess pools in Multnomah
County be deleted from the rule.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Crothers, and
carried that the Commission action on proposed rules be tabled until later in
the day when interested parties had had opportunity to propose a clause dealing
with prior approval which would resolve some of the problems discussed by the
Commission.

BOISE CASCADE, SALEM - ATR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM: STATUS REPORT

Mr. Russ Fetrow, Administrator of the Department's Salem Regional 0Office,
reported to the Commission on the progress of the Boise Cascade Salem plant mist
eliminator installation with regard to its performance in attaining, within the
July 1, 1975 deadline, emissions and opacity limitations for the plant'
recovery system.

Commissioner Somers inguired if the mist eliminator was operating now., Mr.
Fetrow responded that it was. Commissioner Somers asked why he was able to
sense odor of the type emitted by the plant. Mr. Fetrow explained that the
facility was being adjusted now and had many “bugs™ to be worked out., At present,
he said, the permittee was monitoring to see if filters were going to plug up.
Upon ascertaining this information, adjustments in the recovéry boiler might be
necessary which might increase particulates to a level still within the limitation,
but reduce S0, emissicns., He stated that the mist eliminator was operating at
approximately 90% capacity now, and that this was only the second day of its
operation. Commissioner Somers conjectured that it was too early to draw any
conclusions. Mr. Fetrow agreed, with the exception that it was apparant that
the cpacity prebhlem in the Salem area had been diminished. Mr. Fetrow said ;
that the permittee still had to install opacity and SO, monitoring eguipment. R
on the stack. It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers that the status report :
be continued until such time as the mist eliminator had operated long enough ,ﬁffg
to provide data for its evaluation. Chairman McPhillips noted that the appllcant :
had until July 1, 1975 to come inte compliance and that it might not be until
after the next Commission meeting when sufficient facts were known as to whether
or not this had been achieved. Commissioner Somers concurred and added that
it might not be fair to comment on the performance of the mist eliminator prior:
to the time when it was required to be effectively operating. Commissioner Somers’
motion was seconded by Commissioner Crothers and carried, .
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VARIANCE REQUEST - REICHHOLD CHEMICAL COMPANY, ST, HELENS, OREGON

Mr. Tom Bispham of the Department's Northwest Reglonal Office presented the
staff report and the Director's recommendation., The Director's recommendation
was as follows:

It is the Director's recommendation that the Implementation Plan be amended
and that a one year variance be granted to Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. from June 1,
1975, to June 1, 1976, under the following conditions:

1. Amend the current Air Contaminant Discharge Permit to include
the variance period and conditions.

2, During the variance period the company will conduct investigations
and pilot testing of the control devices which appear most capable
of meeting grain loading or efficiency requirements which the company
and the Department mutually agreed are likely to result in compliance
with the Department's opacity standard.

3. .Forty-eight (4B) hours prior to the testing of any pilot equipment,
the company shall notify the Department.

4. Thirty (30) days prior to the expiration of the variance, Reichhold
shall submit a written report to the Department describing the results
of the testing program and be prepared to enter a compliance agreement
for any method proven acceptable. :

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,land
carried that the Director's recommendation be approved.

VARIANCE REQUEST - OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT CO., LIME, OREGON

Mr, Frederic Skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Program presented the
staff report., He added that a letter received from the applicant on May 19th -
expressed disagreement with the originally proposed permit. After review of
the letter, the staff was of the position, Mr. Skirvin reported, that the
Director's recommendation should be accepted with the following amendments in
the staff report before the Commission: Page 30, item B, subsection 1, "December
1, 1977" should read, "until September 1, 1978" (reguested variances for kiln
number 1), Page 5, item 3, "December 1, 1977" should be deleted. BAalsoc deleted
would be the last word of the sentence, "respectively". With regard to the
Director's recommendation, lines five and six should be changed by the deletion
of the words "that the latter dates” and the substitution of "these dates.”

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and
carried that the Director's recommendation be approved as amended.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers that the Director's recommendations with
regard to the variance regquests in Agenda Item H(3) (4) (5) be approved.
Commissioner Phinney inquired with regard to the variance request of Continental
Forest Products Company, Glide, Oregon, and was skeptical of staff's proposal
to permit the applicant to supply the dates for his own ‘compliance schedule. —

She asked if it were staff's intention to grant a variance for an unknown period
of time plus 60 days. Mr, Skirvin explained that the applicant had installed. - - -.
a new boiler which was not working according to plan and which might be the
subject of litigation in the near future. He said it was staff's intention %o




- 25 -

give them some time to investigate whether the situation could be turned around,
and, if not , to submit a compliance schedule upon discovery of this fact. The
problem, Commissioner Somers and Mr. Skirvin concurred, was the indeterminate
amount of time that any pending litigation might take up., Mr. Skirvin predicted
that, absent the possibility of litigation with installation of additional
controls, it would take approximately a year to come into compliance.

It was noted by Commissioners Somers and Crothers that the proposed variance
would require the applicant to submit a tentative compliance schedule within 90
days and that that schedule was subject tothe approval of the Department. It
was mentioned also that the applicant's plant was in a relatively isolated area.
Commissioner Somers' motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried,
The Director's recommendation with regard to the. three wvariances included in
the motion were as follows:

Item No. H (3)

As there is insufficient time for the Department to fully investigate Union
0il of California'’s request for a variance extension before their present
variance expires, it is the Director's recommendation that Union 0il be granted
a 90 day extension of their present variance subject to the following conditions:

1. The maximum sulfur content of residual fuel oil to be sold,
distributed, or wused shall not be more than 2.5% sulfur by weight.

2. Union 0il shall continue to submit to the Department a report
containing the sulfur analysis and gquantity of each shipment
sold or distributed in the State on a guarterly basis.

3. TUnion 0il Company shall provide, to the extent possible, all
information requested by the Department to fully evaluate
Union 0il's variance extension request and that such information
ghall be supplied in the shortest time possible.

4. This variance extension shall terminate October 1, 1975,
Item No. H (4)
Tt is the Director's recommendation that:
1. A variance from Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section
25-315(2c) be granted to the SWF Plywood Company, Fir-Ply Division
until November 30, 1975.

2. This variance be incorporated into Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
No. 15-0012, for the Fir-Ply Division mill.._. , .

Item No. H (5)

It is the Director's recommendation that the EQC grant the Little River Box——
Company a variance to operate their new hogged fuel steam boilexr out of compliance
with OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-020(2}, Particulate Emigsions Limitations; and .
21-015(2), Visible Emissions Limitations, under the following conditions:
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1. The Little River Box Company shall operate and control the hogged fuel
steam boiler to maintain the visible and particulate emissions at the
lowest practicable level at all times.

2. Within ninety (90} days of the granting of this variance, the Little
River Box Company will submit to the DEQ in writing, a proposed or tentative
schedule to bring their new hogged fuel boiler into compliance with
Oregon's Air Quality Rules and Standards,

3. The above compliance schedule shall include the five (5) increments of
progress, which are as follows:

a. By no later than * the permittee will submit a final control strategy,
including detailed plans and specifications, to the Department
of Environmental Quality for review and approval.

b. By no later than * the permittee will issue purchase orders. for
the major components of emission control equipment and/or for
process modification work.

c. By no later than * the permittee will initiate the installation of
emission control eguipment and/or cm~gite eﬂnstruction or process
modification work.

d. By no later than * the permittee will complete the installation of
emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or process
modification work.

e. By no later than * the permittee will demonstrate that the hogged
fuel steam boiler is capable of operating in compliance w1th the
applicable Air Quality Rules and Standards.

*Date to be supplied by company.

4, The above compliance schedule must be acceptable tc the Department, and
it will be included in the company's Air Contaminant Discharge Permit,
No. 10~0021. :

5. Contingent upon the submission to the Department of an acceptable compliance
schedule by the company, this variance shall cover the time frame up to .
and including the fifth step in the increments of progress schedule, compllanc
dnmcnstratlon, in Condition No. 3, ) -

6. As a contingency, the DEQ has the option of extending this varinace
sixty (60) days beyond the date in the fifth step of the increments of
pvrogress schedule (see Condition No. 3).

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PUBLIC HEARING PERTAINING TO PROPOSED ADOPTION OF FEDERAL NEW.
SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS (NSPS) AND OF NATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS

AIR CONTAMINANTS (NESHAP)

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's Air Quallter;ogram addressed the
Commission on these agenda items, Commissioner Crothers as

sked Mr. Kowalczyk if

he had any comment on a letter from Mr, Tom Guilbert wherein Mr. Guilbert declared
that the holding of the proposed public hearings would constitute a meaningless act
and a wasteful expense of the taxpayers monies. Mr. Kowalczyk replied that he
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was not familiar with Mr. Guilbert's letter. Commissioner Crothers said

that Mr. Guilbert had contended that the regulations proposed to be adopted
were federal standards which the Department was compelled to enforce in any event
and the holding of a hearing on whether they should be adopted would be meaning-
less, Mr, Kowalczyk noted that the federal government would be authorized to
enforce the federal regulations in Oregon, but that he did not understand that
the Department would be able to enforce them without first adopting them as

a rule. Commissioner Crothers said that Mr., Guilbert had stated that he knew
of no requirement of law that would prohibit the State from enforcing a naked
federal standard., Commissioner Somers pointed out that the Commission could
not adopt the federal standards as a rule without following the prescribed
notice and hearing processes of the Administrative Procedure Act., Commissioner
Crothers asked what would be the cost of a public hearing. HNo one present had

a precise answer, Mr. Kowalcyzk stated that it was the staff's intention to

use a hearings officer to conduct both hearings.

Commissioner Hallock asked if, in some cases; the new federal standards
were more strict than our own State standards and received an affirmative reply
from Mr. Kowalczyk. Mr. Kowalczyk answered a question from Commissioner Phinney
by stating that the new federal standards had been adopted with regard to the
permits for the three proposed oil refineries. Commissioner Somers MOVED that
the Director's recommendation to authorize both public hearings be approved.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried.

FIELD BURNING STATUS REPORT

Mr. Cannon reported to the Commission that the Speaker of the House had sent
to the Trade and Economic Development Committee SB 311 and HBR 2564. Mr. Cannon
stated that a hearing was scheduled next Tuesday morning at 7:30 in the Public
Service Building and that staff would be on hand to listen to the proceedings.

Commissioner Somers suggested that the Commissioners sign an order instructing
the Department to construe Portland Chain Manufacturing Company's petition for
a declaratory ruling to be a request for a hearing on the matter of an exeption
under the Department's noise rules and instructing the Department to conduct a
public hearing on the issue of exception,

STATUS REPORT GERTZ~SCHMEER SEWER PROJECT

Mr. Harold Sawyer of the Department®s Water Quality Program brought the
Commission up to date on events relating to the Gertz-Schmeer Sewer Proiect which
had been a subject of public forum discussion at the previous EQC meeting. #r,
Sawyer reported that the staff had reviewed, once again, the project plans for
the sewer and had discovered several facts.

First, he reported that it was the understanding of the staff that houseboats
would be served but were not included in the tax assessments. 8ince they were
not property owners, they would not be assessed and the housebeoat owners would
be required to construct their own facilities to hook up to the sewer.

The second point of cont¥oversy was the depth of sewer lines. Mr., Sawyer
reported that because of uneven ground the depth of the installations would be
-from six to twenty-one feet, rangirg to greater depth When highér elevation wa’
encountered. He added that there were basements in the houseg to be served &
that it was common, generally accepted design to place the sewer deep enoug}

to serve the basements, From staff's point of view, in these respects, thr
was quite adeguate, i i
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With regard to Phase I of the proiect (the phase that would serve the
area west of I-5, including the Multnomah County exposition grounds, Crown
Zellerbach, and Portland Stock Yards) EPA had authorized the opening of bidding
and this was expected to cccur on the 29th of May. Mr. Sawyer reported that
attorney Henry Biehuer and the City of Portland were in negotiations with respect
to the phase of the project dealing with the other side of I-5.

Commissioner Somers asked if there were any representatives of the City of
Portland present who could answer questions with regard to the project., No
one appeared,

Mr., Sawyer pointed out that his information with regard to the non-grant
portion of the assessments of the cost for £runk lines and interceptors had
been spread over the entire surface area on a "per square foot of property”
basis since these were common aspects of the projects which were considered
to benefit alll property owners., He stated that this component of the assessment
would be very low. The lateral lines, Mr. Sawyer stated, would be bought through
an assessment based on property frontage., This latter ccmponent was said to be
the largest portion of the cost to property owners. The final component of assesment
would be the cost to the individual property owners to provide for the connectors
runnina from the laterals to their homes or buildings.

Mr. Sawyer explained that whenthe City projected the assessments to be
expected by property owners, the projection was based on 100% of the cost of the
entire project. It was not reduced by virtue of grant expectations, This,
he reported, gave an inflated value to the projection,

Mr. Sawyer reported that several of the properties involved dwelling setback
in excess of 300 feet from the property line, a characteristic which made it
necessary to increase the depth of the sewer iine over what it otherwise would
be and which involve heavy assessments to the property owners affected.

COMMISSION ACTION REGARDING PROPOSED REVISION FOR RULES GOVERNING SUBSURFACE
SEWAGE DISPOSAL.

[

It was MOVED by Commissioner Phinney, seconded by Commissioner. Somers, and
carried that the Commission adopt as a temporary rule [subsequently designated
OAR, Chapter 340, Section 71-015 (8)] providing as follows: Application for
construction permits under the "prior approvals" section of the rule shall
be made prior to September 1, 1975 and construction shall be completed by September 1,
1976. All permits and written approvals issued prior to January 1, 1974 shall
expire September 1, 1975.

The hearing officer was instructed to file a temporary rule with the Secretary
of State promptly. The Commission concurred in the hearing officer's understanding
that the Commission intended no action with regard to any of the proposed revisions
for the rules governing subsurface sewage disposal other than as reflected by the
above temporary rule, The remalnlng proposals were. tabled until the June 27th
Commission meeting.
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Plan Actions Completed (75)

Water Quality Program

May, 19275

Municipal Sewerage Projects (58)

County

Douglas

Washington

Washington

Marion

Lane

Lane

Multnomah

Clackamas

Washington

Umatilla

Malheur

Washington

City and Project

Roseburyg - Umpgua West Estates
Sewers

USA {Metzger) Clover Hts.
Sanitary Sewer

USA (Alcha) Pallatin -
Phase I Subdn. Sewers

Labish Village Sewer -
Addendum No. 2

Richardson Park Boat Holding
Tank Facility

Springfield - First Addn.
Easton Subdn. Sewers

Gresham -~ Dowsett Lane Sewer
& S.E. 9th & Prancis Sewer

Milwaukie C.0. #1 - Milwaukie
In. ~ 8ch. 2

USA {(Aloha) - Cross Creek #5
Subdn. Sewers

Hermiston — P.S. #7 on
N.W. 1llth Avenue

Ontario ~ Tuttle Subdn. Sewers

USA (purham) C.0. #7 & 8

STP Contract

Date of
Action Action
5/1/75 Provisional
Approval
5/1/75 Provisicnal
Approval
5/1/75 Provisional
Approval
5/2/75 Approved
5/6/75 Provisional
Approval
5/7/75 Provisional
Approval
5/7/15 Provisional
Approval
5/8/75 Approved
5/8/75 Provisional
Approval
5/8/75 Provisional
Approval
5/8/75 Provisional
Approval
5/12/75 Approved




Municipal Sewerage Projects

(Continued)

County

Clackamas
Washington
Lane
Jackson
Marion
Coos
Washington
Marion
Linn
Clackamas
Lane

Coosl
Washington
Clackamas
Marion

Washington

City and Project

Oregon City - Hillendale
Phase 3 Sewers

USA {PForest Grove) Tarrybrooke
Subdn. Sewers (Cornelius)

Eugene = Benson Lane Cul-de-sac
Sewer Extension

Medford - Green Beret Estates
sewers

Salem (Willow Lake) Industrial
Park II Sewer

Bandon Sewers - North Ave.,
Div. St. and First Street

Hillsboro (Rock Cr.) = Rood

Bridge Road Sewers

Mt. Angel -~ Academy Street
Sewers

Albany - East Central Sewers
Lake Oswego = Willamette—
Marylhurst Interceptor
Fugene - 4 Sewer Projects
Bandon - Ferry Creek Sewer
Extension

USA (Metzger) Washington Square
Estates No. 2 Sewers

Lake Oswego - Palisades Hts.
#6 (L.I.D. 1l66) Sewers

Stayton - James Second Addn.
Sewers

Tualatin - Childs R. I-5
Sewer Crossing

Date of
Action Action
5/12/75 Provisicnal
Approval
5/12/75 Provisional
Approval
5/12/75 Provisional
Approval
5/12/75 Provisional
Approval
5/12/75 Provigional
Approval
5/12/75 Provisgional
. Approval
5/13/75 Provigional
Approval
5/13/75 Provisional
‘Approval
5/15/775 Provisional
Approval
5/16/75 Provisional
Approval
5/16/75 Provigional
Approval
5/16/75 Provisional
Approval
5/19/75 Provisional
Approval
5/19/75 Provigional
Approval
5/19/75 Provisional
Approval
5/19/75 Provisional
Approval




Municipal Sewerage Proijects (Continued)

County

Polk

Jackson

Lane

Jackson

Polk

Jefferson

Deschutes

Washington

Jacksen

Yamhill

Lane

Marion

Marion

Curry

Washingten

City and Project

Salem ~ Harritt Drive Sewer

Ashland - Siskiyou Safety Rest
Area Sewer

Springfield - FPirst Addition
Sequoia Park Sewers

BCVSA - Gebhard Road Sewer

Dallas - L& Lack Addition
Sewers

Metolius - Sewage Pumping
Station Shop Dwg.

Bend -~ Vacuum Sewers - Research
Project

USA (Aloha) - Phase III
STP Improvements

BCVSA - Medford Industrial
Park Sewers

Amity - Getchell Street
Sewer

Florence - Sixth & Hemlock
(Boehme property) Sewers

Salem (Willow Lake) Starr
Creek & 1l3th St. Sewers

Stayton - North Slope
Addition #2 Sewers

Knoxtown San. Dist. Rogue
Shores Subdn. Sewers

Usad (Tigard) -~ Way Lee Sukdn.
& Englewood Phase 2 Sewers

Date of
Action Action
5/20/75 Provisional
Approval
5/20/75 Provisional
Approval
5/20/75 Provisional
Approval
5/20/75 Provisional
Approval
5/20/75 Provisional
Approval
5/20/75 Provisional
Approval
5/20/75 Provisional
Approval
5/21/75 Provisional
Approval
5/22/75 Provisional
Approval
5/22/75 Provisional
Approval
5/23/75 Provisional
Approval
5/23/75 Provisional
Approval
5/23/75 Provigional
Approval
5/23/75 Provisional
Approval
5/23/75 Provisiconal
Approval




Municipal Sewerage Proijects (Continued)

County

Washington

Coos

Baker

Multnomah

Washington

Clackamas

Washington

Linn

Washington

Washington

Maricon

Columbia

Clackamas

Clackamas

Multnomah

City and Project

USA (Forest Grove) Sill's
Addition Plat II Sewers

Coos Bay #1 ~ C.0. #3
STP Contract

Huntington-Chlorine Contact
Chamber

Gresham - Lorraine =~ Phase IT
Sewers

USA (King City) Summerfield -
Phase III Sewers

Milwaukie - Hollyberry
Subdn. Sewers

USA (Scmerset) Rock Creek
Highlands No. 3 Sewers

Sweet Home - Kalmia Street
Sewer

USA (Rock Creek) Equipment -
Pre-bid Package - Rock Cr. STP

Hillsboro (Rock Creek) Merilee
park #2 Sewers

East Salem 8 & D #l -~ Macleay
Estates Sewers

Clatskanie STP - Site
Pre-load

Sandy - Trimble Park Subdn.
Sewers

Oregon City - For-Mor Enterprises

Sewer Extension

Portland - C.0. #10 ST®
Contract (Secondary)

Date of
Action Action
5/23/75 Provisional
Approval
5/27/75 Approved
5/28/75 Provisional
Approval
5/28/75 Provigional
Approval
5/28/75 Provisional
Approval
5/28/75 Provisional
Approval
5/28/75 Provisicnal
Approval
5/29/75 Provisional
Approval
5/29/75 Provisional
Approval
5/30/75 Provisional
Approval
5/30/75 Provisional
Approval
5/30/75 Provisional
Approval
5/30/75 Provisional
Approval
5/30/75 Provisional
Approval
5/30/75 Approved




Industrial Waste Sources (17}

County

Clackamas

Columbia

Multncomah

Jackson

Wasco

Linceln

Lincoln

Lincoln

Lincoln

Clatsop

Clackamas

Marion

City and Project

Near Woodburn - Ted Wilson
Hog Farm Animal Wastes System

St. Helens - Boise Cascade -
Water Treatment Plant, Waste
Water, Suspension & Pump Sta,.

Portland - Carnation Co.
Albers Milling Division

White City - SWF (Fir-Ply)
Glue Waste Water Recirculation
and Reuse System

The Dalles - Martin Marietta -
Phase I Scrubber Water
Recirculation System

Newport - Point Adams Packing
Waste Water Collecting and
Screening Facilities

Newport - Peterson Seafcods -
Waste Water Collecting and
Screening Facility

Newport ~ New England Fish -
Waste Water Collecting and
Screening Facility

Newport - Bumble Bee - Waste
Water Collection and
Screening Facility

Astoria - Ocean Foods -
Screening Facilities

Lake Oswego - Oregon Portland
Cement Waste Water Treatment

Woodburn - Skylane Farms = Animal
Waste (Egyg Laying) Facilities

Date of
Action Action
4/11/75 Approved
4/15/75 Approved
5/2/75 Approved
5/2/75 Approved
5/2/75 Approved
5/5/75 Approved
5/5/75 Conditional
Approval
5/5/75 Approved
5/5/75 Approved
5/8/775 Approved
5/9/75 Provisional
Approval
5/15/75 Disapproved




Industrial Waste Sources {(Continued)

County

Marion

Multnomah

Clackamas

Clackamas

Lincoln

City and Project

Gervails - Skylane Farmg -~ Animal
Waste (Egg Laying) Facilities

Portland - Port of Portland -
Steam Cleaning Waste Water
Treatment Facilities

Estacada - Crown Zellerbach -
Park Lumber

Tualatin - X-Lines, Inc.Waste
Water Collection & Treatment
Truck Wash Facility

Newport - Oregon Agua Foods -
Saltwater Rearing Pond Treat-—
ment System Modification

Date of

Action Action
5/15/75 Approved
5/15/75 Approved
5/22/75 Approved
5/22/75 Approved
5/27/75 Approved




Plan Actions Pending (30)

Water Quality Program

May, 1975

Municipal Sewerage Projects (16)

County

Curry

Douglas

Lane

Douglas

Lincoln

Douglas

Washington

City and Project

Harbor Sanitary District -
Holly Lane Sewer

Spendthrift Mobile
Park STP

Veneta - Sewage Lagoon
Expansion

Riddle - Waste Water
Treatment Plant

Starfish Cove Motel
Sewage Treatment Plant

North Roseburg San. Dist.
Lateral A-13 & A-13-1

USA - Fanno Creek Interceptor

Date
Received

2/4/75

2/14/75

(orig.)
3/24/775
(revised)
5/22/75

(orig.)
4/1/75
(revisged)
5/21/75

4/25/75

5/21/75

5/21/75

Status

Held pending con-
struction of
Harbor S.D. System.
Response (dated
2/19/75).

Requested add'l
info. Under review.
{Review completion
projected 6/9/75.)

Under review.
(Review completion
projected June 16,
1975.)

Under review.
{Review completion
projected June 20,
1975.)

Review to be com-
pleted upon
resolution of
administrative
problems between
state agencies.

Under review
{Review completion
projected 6/6/75})

Under review.
(Review completion
projected 6/6/75.)




Municipal Sewerage Projects (Continued)

County

Coos

Benton

Josephine

Marion

Marion

Douglas

Lane

Lane

Mul+tnomah

City and Project

Charleston S. D. Sewerage
System

Corvallis Sewage Treatment
Plant Improvement

Cave Junction Sewer

Silverton Sewer Projects

Salem - 1l2th St. Sewer

Roseburg - Military Road
Sewer

Springfield - Oregon Street
Sewer

Springfield - Beaumont Fifth
addition Sewers

Inverness =- 158th Sewer

Industrial Waste Sources (14)

County

Multnomah

City and Project

Portland - Oregon Steel Mills-—
Rivergate Preliminary Engr.
Wagte Water & Treatment

Date

Received

5/19/75

5/23/75

5/22/75

5/28/75

5/28/75

5/29/75

5/29/75

5/30/75

5/30/75

Date
Received

4/29/75

Status

Undex review.
{Review completion
projected 6/11/75.}

Under review.
{Review completion
projected 6/25/75.)

Under review.
(Review completion
projected 6/9/75.)

Under review.
{Review completion
projected 6/6/75.)

Under review.
{(Review completion
projected 6/10/75.)

Under review.
(Review completion
projected 6/10/75.)

Under review.
{(Review completion
projected 6/11/75.)

Under review.
(Review completion
projected 6/11/75.}

Under review.
{Review completion
projected 6/11/75.)

Status

Review to be
completed first
week of June.




Industrial

Waste Sources (Continued)

County

Clatsop

Washington

Klamath

Washington

Lincoln

Tillamook

Marion

Wasco

Wasco

Date
City and Project Received
Wauna - Crown Zellerbach = 4/22/75

FPinal Plans - Secondary
Treatment System

Lloha - INTEL IV - Neutralization 4/24/75
Pretreatment System

Klamath Falls = Weyerhaeuser- 4/24/75
Bark & Debris Control -
Klamath River

Hillsboro - Permapost = 4/25/75
Waste Water Collection &
Evaporation System

Toledo - Georgia Pacific 5/1/75
Final Plans Secondary
Biological System

East Pork of Trask River - 5/1/75
Fish Commission of Oregon -

East Fork Trask Pond - Fish

Rearing Pond.

Salem - Boise Cascade -~ Yeast 5/2/75
Plant Expansion

The Dalles - The Dallesz Cherry 5/6/75
Growers — Preliminary Proposal
Waste Treatment System

The Dalles - Stadelman Fruit - 5/6/75
Preliminary Proposal Waste ‘
Treatment System

Status

Approval letter
to be drafted
June 2, 1975.

Add'l regquested
information rec'd
5/22/75. Review
completicon projected
June 20, 1975.

Approval delayed
pending formal
adoption of log
handling policy.

Final plans not
rec'd as yet. NW
Region has written
asking for final
plans.

Visited plant
5/12/75. Letterx
drafted for add'l
info 5/20/75.

Review to be
completed in
June,

Memo recommending
approval sent to
Salem office 5/30/75.

Approval letter
to be drafted
June 3, 1975.

ARpproval letter
to be drafted
June 3, 1975.




IndustrialWaste Sources

{Continued)

County

Washington

Clackamas

Tillamocok

Mul tnomah

Date
City and Project Received
Beaverton - Mears Controls, 5/19/75
Inc.
Wilsonville - Joe Bernert 5/22/75
Towing Co. -
Wash Water Recirculation
System.
Garibaldi - Edmunds Fish & 5/27/75
Crab - Screening Facilities
Portland - Phillips Petroleum - 5/28/75

0il/Water Separator

-10-

Status

Under review.
Review completion
projected 6/27/75.

Under review.
Review completion
projected 6/25/75.

Under review.
Review completion
projected 6/25/75.

Under review.
Review completion
projected 6/27/75.




Permit Actions Completed (56)

Water Quality Program

May, 1975

Municipal Sources (}2) All NPDES)

County

Clackamas

Douglas

Josephine

Benton

Lane

Douglas
Umatilla
Baker

Klamath

Wasco
Klamath

Lake

City and Source

Wilsonville - River Village
Mobile Homes

City of Canyonville

Grants Pass - Josephine Co.
Schoel District (Fleming
Jr. High & Manzanita
Elementary School)

City of Monroe

Eugene Public Schools -~ (Twin
Caks Elementary School)

Milo - Milo Academy, Inc.
City of Umatilla

City of Halfway

Bonanza - Klamath County
School District (Bonanza
Scheool)

City of Dufur

City of Malin

Town of Lakeview

Industrial Sources (44 All NPDES)

Coos

Charleston - Union Seafoods,
Inc,

=11~

Date of

Action Action
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Igsued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued




Industrial Sources (Continued)

County

Marion

Multnomah

Marion

Washington

Lincoln

Yamhill

Josephine

Coos

Lane

Coos

Douglas

Multnomah

bouglas

Lincoln

City and Source

Silverton - Stayten Canning
Co. Cooperative

Portland - Bird & Son, Inc.
of Massachusetts

Stayton - Stayton Canning
Co. Cooperative

Timber - Allied Equities Corp.
(Empire Lite Rock, Inc.)

Depoe Bay -~ Depoe Bay Fish
Company

Willamina - Willamina Lumber
Company

Grants Pass - Timber Products
Company (Tim-Ply)

North Bend - Weyerhaeuser Co.

Leaburg - Oregon Wildlife Comm.
(Leaburg Trout Hatchery)

Neorth Bend = North Bend Water
Board (Shorewood Water Treat-
ment Plant)

Reedsport - Johnson Rock
Products, Inc.

Portland - Ross Island Sand &
Gravel, Inc. (Boise Concrete
Plant)

Roseburg - Sun Studs, Inc.
Newport - Oregon Agqua-Foods
Inc. {(Wright Creek Hatchery

& S. Beach Rearing Pond,
Yaquina Bay)

-} 2=

Date of

Action Action
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPFDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPFDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/12/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued




Permit Actions Completed - Industrial

County

Jackson

Multnomah

Douglas

Lane

Benton

Benton

Lane

Lane

Multnomah

Lane

Polk

Columbkia

Lane

Multnomah

Multnomah

City and Source

Ashland -~ Water Treatment
Plant and Reservoir

Portland - Union Pacific Rail-
road Co. (Albina R.R. Yard)

Roseburg - Roseburg Lumber Co.
{(Plant #3)

Dexter - Bohemia, Inc.

Corvallis - Rock Creek Water
Treatment Plant

Corvallig - Taylor Water
Treatment Plant

Eugene - Eugene Stud and
Veneer, Inc.

Jasper - Hills Creek Lumber
Company

Portland - Pacific Power &
Light Co. (Lincoln Steam Plant)

Vaughn - International Paper Co.

Dallas - Willamette Industries,
Inc.

Columbia City - Crown Zeller-
bach Corp.

Eugene - Bochemia, Inc. (Culp
Creek Mill) :
Portland - Cascade Construction
Company

Portland = Ross Island Sand &

Gravel, Inc. (Hardtack Island
Plant)

-13-

{Continued)

Date of

Action Action
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NFDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NFDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Issued
5/30/75 NPDES Iséued




Permit Actions Completed - Industrial (Continued)

Date of

County City and Source Action Action

Linn Near Larwood - Oregon Wildlife 5/30/75 NPDES Issued
Comm. (Roaring River Hatchery)

Jackson White City =~ Permaneer Corp. 5/30/75 NPDES Issued

Clatsop Astoria - Astoria Plywood 5/30/75 NPDES Iesued
Corpeoration

Clatsop Warrenton - Bioproducts, Inc. 5/30/75 NPDES Issued

Clatsop Near Knappa - Fish Comm. of 5/30/75 NPDES Igsued
Oregon (Big Creek Hatchery)

Clackamas Sandy - Fish Comm. of Oregon 5/30/75 NPDES Issued
(sandy River Hatchery)

Clackamas Liberal - Molalla Sand & 5/30/75 NPDES Issued
Gravel, Inc.

Clatsop Astoria - Northwest Fur Breeders 5/30/75 NPDES Issued
Cooperative

Clatsop Highway 30 on Gnat Creek - 5/30/75 NPDES Issued
Oregon Wildlife Commission
(Gnat Creek Hatchery)

Lincoln Waldport - Eckman Creek Quarries 5/30/75 NPDES Igsued
Inc.

Deschutes Bend - Brooks-Scanlon, Inc. 5/30/75 NPDES Issued

Hood River Hood River - Lage Orchards, Inc. 5/30/75 NPDES Issued

Hood River Hood River - Moore QOrchards, Inc. 5/30/75 NPDES Issued

Douglas Sutherlin - Geoxrgia-Pacific 5/30/75 NPDES Issued

Corp. (Sutherlin Veneer Mill)

-l4..




Permit Actions Pending (220)
Water Quality Program

May, 1975

Mupnicipal and Industrial Sources _(185) NPDES; 35 State)

Date of Date of

Initial Completed
County City and Source Applcn. Applcn. Status
Various 20 State Permits Various Various Not Drafted 1/
Various 16 NPDES Appl. Various Various Not Drafted 2/
Various 12 State Permits Various Various Pencil Drafts
Various 3 State Permits Various Various Applicant Review
Various 13 NPDES Permits Various Various Applicant Review 3/
Various 113 NPDES Permits Various Various Public Notice 3/
Various 43 NPDES Permits Various Various EPA Final Review 3/

1/ Most of these applications are for renewal of permits. Old permit remains in
force until renewal is issued.

2/ Most of these are new or renewal applications. They will be processed within
the statutory deadline.

3/ All NPDES permits, except for new applications, should be issued by June 30,
1975. Most applicants are existing sources which are currently regulated by -
a State permit. The NPDES permit, when issued, will replace the State permit,.

-15-




Plan Action Completed ({13)

Alr Quality Program

May, 1975

Direct Stationary Sources (13)

County

Jackson

Multnomah

Clatsop

Multnomah

Clackamas

Clackamas

Clackamas

Jackson

Multnomah

Union

City and Project

White City - SWF Plywood
New cyclone for new truck
chip bin.

Portland - Zidell Exploration
Inc. New secondary aluminum
smelter.

Astoria - Layton Funeral Home -
New cremation incinerator.

Portland - Kaiser Permanente
Medical Center - New controlled
atmosphere incinerator.

Clackamas = Caffall Bros. Const.

Portable rock crusher.

Lake Oswego - Oregon Portland
Cement - New baghouse for #2
cement packing scale.

Molalla - Molalla Sand and
Gravel Co. - Water spray dust
contrel on rock crusher.

White City - SWF Plywood -~ New
baghouse for control of sander
dust.

Portland - Troxel Panel Pro-
ducts, Inc. - Two new paint
spray booths.

Elgin -~ Boise Cascade - New

cyclone for conveying green
wood chips.

-16-

Date of

Action Action
5/2/75 Approved
5/16/75 Approved
5/19/75 Approved
5/20/75 Approved
5/20/75  Approved
5/20/75  Approved
5/20/75 Approved
5/21/75 Approved
5/23/75  Approved
5/23/75  Approved




County City and Project

Union Elgin - Boise Cascade ~ Three
new cyclones for conveying
green wood chips.

Clatsop Astoria - Astoria Plywood Cozp.
Ducting veneer drier emissions
to existing hog fuel boiler.

Josephine Grants Pass - Four Ply-Baghouse -

for contrel of sanderdust
emissions.

Indirect Sources (0)

-17-

Date of

Action Action

5/23/75  Approved
5/23/75  Approved
5/30/75  Approved




Plan Action Pending (23)

Alr Quality Program

May, 1975

Direct Stationary Sources (23)

Date

County City and Project Recd. Status

Douglas Roseburg - Raintree Wood 4/9/74 Awaiting infor-
Products. New cyclone to mation to deter-
control dry sawdust from mine if type of
several saws. 1/ material should

be collected by
baghouse. Expect
completion by
July 1975.

Multnomah Portland - Port of Portland 6/12/74 Awaiting infor-

Bulk commodity rail mation on controls.

receiving and ship lcading Info will be rec'd

facility. 1/ when Port approves
project funding
which is expected
by June 1975,

Marion Salem = Boise Cascade 7/7/74 B-C investigating
New countercurrent pulp available control
washers. 1/ methods as requested.

Expect information

by June 15, 1975,

and action by June 30,
1975.

Multnomah Portland - Boeing of Port- 11/26/74 Reviewing 4/8/75
land - Scrubber to controel request by company
salt fumes. 1/ to renovate existing

- scrubber. BExpect
action by
June 15, 1975.

Washington Durham-USA - New sludge 12/31/74 Reviewing adequacy

incinerator. 2/ of add'l information

submitted 5/15/75.
Expect action by
June 30, 1975.

-18-




Plan Action Pending - Direct Stationary Scourcesg

County

Klamath

Columbia

Mul tnomah

Multnomah

Clackamas

Union

City and Project

Bly - Weyerhaeuser Co. -
New boiler with two (2)
multiclones for control. 1/

Clatskaine = Kaufmann
Chemical Corp. - Bulk
sulphur rail receiving
and ship loading fac-
ility. 2/

Portland - Albers Milling
New oil-gas boiler. 1/

Troutdale - Reynolds Metals
Co. - New particulate and
fluoride baghouse collection
system for all aluminum
reduction pot lines. 1/

Milwaukie - Milwaukie
Plywood - Scrubber
control of veneer
driers. 1/

Elgin - Beise Cascade -
New veneer drier. 2/

-19-

{Continued)

Date

Received

1/6/75

2/25/75

3/3/75

3/10/75

4/10/75

4/16/75

Status

Information sub-
mitted 4/21/75.
Company notified

.of deficiency in

information sub-
mitted on 5/8/75.
Action expected
within 30 days after
receipt of info.

Additional infor-
mation reguested
4/22/75. Action
expected within 15
days after receipt
of information.

Review completed,
drafting approval
letter. Expect to
be malled 6/6/75.

Reviewing adequacy
of additional info
submitted 5/15/75.
Expect action by
June 30, 1975.

Review of infor-
mation submitted
indicated opacity
reading of similar
existing unit needed.
Expect actlon by
6/10/75.

Review completed.
Drafting approval
letter. Expect
to be mailed by
6/9/75.




Plan Action Pending - Direct Stationary

Sources

County

Union

Grant

Coos

Union

Lane

Lane

City and Project

Elgin - Boise Cascade -
Conversion of veneer
drier from gas to
steam. 1/

John Day =~ Edward Hines
Co. - New hog fuel boiler
controlled by wet
scrubber. 1/

North Bend - Weyerhaesuser -
Spray chamber control

of veneer drier

emissions. 1/

La Grande - Boise Cascade
New cyclone for conveying
wood chips and sawdust. 1/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser =-
New condensate stripper. 1/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
New countercurrent pulp
drum washer. 1/

-20-

(Continued)

Date
Received

Status

4/16/75

4/18/75

4/21/75

4/21/175

4/21/75

4/21/75

Review completed.

Drafting approval

letter. Expect to
be mailed by

June 9, 1975.

Requested add'l
information on
5/30/75. Action
expected within

30 days of receipt
of information.

Requested Add'l
information on
5/8/75, Action
expected within

30 days of receipt
of information.

Review indicated
add'l opacity
reading needed.
Expect completion
of review by
6/20/75.

Requested add'l
information on
5/29/75. Expect
completion within
30 days of receiv-
ing necessary
information.

Requested add'l
information on
5/29/75. Expect
completion within
30 days of receiv-
ing necesgsary
information.




Plan Action Pending - Direct Stationary Sources (Continued)

County

Lane

Lane

Lane

Lane

Multnomah

City and Project

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser
Control odorous emissions
from the causticizing
equipment. 1/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser
New digester to convert
wood chips inte pulp. 1/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser
New concentrator
evaporator. 1/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser
New gawdust conveying and
screening system. 2/

Portland - Bank Check Supply=-

New lead remelt furnace. 1/

-2

Date

Received

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/30/75

Status

Requested add'l
information on
5/29/75. Expect
completion within
30 days of receipt
of necessary
information.

Requested add'l
infermation on
5/29/75. Expect
completion within
30 days of receipt
of necessary
information.

Requested add'l
information on
5/29/75. Expect
completion within
30 days of receipt
of necessary
information.

Requested add'l
information on
5/29/75. Expect
completion within
30 days of receipt
of necessary
information.

Reviewing adequacy
of additional
information sub-
mitted on 5/23/75.
Expect action by
June 15, 1975.




Plan Action Pending - Direct Stationary Sources (Continued)

Date
County City and Project Received Status
Clackamas Eagle Creek =~ Eagle Foundry 5/27/75 Reviewing sub-
Co. Two new induction mitted information.
furnaces and associated Expect to deter-
grinding equipment. 1/ mine whether add'i

information will
be needed by
June 15,1975.

Indirect Sources (0}

Footnotes:
1/ These plan reviews are for modification or additions to existing
facilities. Pending action by the Department is not materially

affecting production or coperation of the facility.

2/ These plan reviews are for new facilities. Production or operation
of the facility is dependent on Department action.

20




Permit Actions Completed ({201}

Bir Quality Program

May, 1975

Direct Stationary Sources {69}

County

FPortable

Portable

Portable

Portable

Portable

Portable

Portable

Portable

Portable

Portable

Portable

Umatilla

City and Source

Brookings, ACCO Contractors' Inc.

(37-0053) Asphalt Plant

Pasco, L. W. Vail Co., Inc.
{37-0025) Asphalt Plant

Pasco, L. W. Vail Co., Inc.
{37-0068) Asphalt Plant

Pasco, L. W. Vail Co., Inc.
{37-0043) Asphalt Plant

Portland, Babler Brothers
(37-0021) Asphalt Plant

McMinnville, J. C. Compton Co.
{37-0044) Asphalt Plant

Portland, Babler Brothers, Inc.
(37-0094) Asphalt Plant

Roseburg, Roseburg Paving Co.
(37-0029) Asphalt Plant

Walla Walla, Washington
Peter Kiewit Sons' Company
{37-0095) asphalt Plant

Redmond, Watson Asphalt Paving
Co., Inc. (37~0035) Asphalt
Plant

Salem, State of Oregon Hwy.
Dept. (37-0098) Asphalt Plant

Pendleton, General Poods Corp.
(30-0064) Flour Mill

-23-

Date of
Action Action
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/8/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/27/75 Permit
Issued




Direct Stationary Sources (Continued)

County

Jackson

Wasco

Wheeler

Portable

Coos

Coos

Curry

Douglas

Douglas

Douglas

Jackson

Jefferson

Josephine

Umatilla

Portable

City and Project

Ashland, McGrew Bros. Sawmill
Inc., (15-00l6) Sawmill

Independence, Mountain Fir
Lumber Co. (33-0009} Sawmill

Spray, Heppner Lumber Company
{35-0004) Sawmill

Salem, Oregon State Hwy. Dept.
(37-0002} Asphalt Plant

Lakeside, Bohemia, Inc.
{06-0040) Sawmill

Coos Bay, Coos Head Timber Co.
(06-0074) Sawmill

Broockings, South Coast Lumber
Co. (08-0008) Sawmill

Bugene, Bohemia Incorporated
(10-0039) Sawmill

Reedsport, Schafer Lumber Co.
(10-0069) Sawmill

Glide, Little River Box
(10-0021) Sawmill

White City, SWF Plywood
(15-0012) Plywood Plant

Metclius, Gourmet Food Products
Inc. (16-0017) Boiler

Grants Pass, S5.H. & W. Lumber
Co. {(17-0014) Sawmill

Pendleton, General Foods Corp.
(30-0012) Flour Mill

Salem, Oregon State Hwy. Dept.
(37-0004) Asphalt Plant

-24

Date of
Action Action
5/27/75 Permit
Issued
5/27/75 Permit
Issued
5/28/75 Addendum
Issued
5/27/75 Permit
Issued
5/27/75 Permit
Tssued
5/27/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Tssued
5/27/75 Permit
Issued
5/27/75 Permit
Igsued
5/30/75 Addendum
Issued
5/28/75 Addendum
Issued
5/27/75 Permit
Issued
5/27/75 Permit
Issued
5/27/75 Pexrmit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Igsued




Direct Stationary Sources (Continued)

Countg

Portable

Portable

Multnomah

Portable

Clackamas

Clackamas

Multnomah

Multnomah

Washington

Multnomah

Washington

Multnomah

Multnomah

City and Project

Medford, Rogue River Paving Co.
(37-0028) Asphalt Plant

Bend, Deschutes Ready Mix, Sand
& Gravel (37-0026) Asphalt Plant

Portland, Georgla-Pacific Corp.
(26~2911) Wood Chip Transfer

The Dalles, C. H. Stinson, Inc.
{37-0073) Asphalt Plant

Clackamas, Coo Sand Corp.
(03-2629) Sand Drying Plant

Sunnyside, Kalser Permanente
Medical Care Program
(03-2640) Incinerator

Sauvie TIsland, B.W. Feed Co., Inc.

(26-2607) Animal Feed

Portiand, Resource Recovery
Byproducts, Inc. {26-2921)
Waste Material Shredder and
Salvage Process

West Union, West Union Milling
{34-2508) Animal Feed

Sauvie Island, Alder Creek
Lumber Co., Inc. {26-2537)
Sawmill

Forest Grove, Stimson Lumber Co.
{34-2066) Lumber Mill

Portland, Z2idell EBExplorations,
Inc. (26-2071) Secondary
Aluminum Smelter

Portland, East Side Plating

Works, Inc. (26-2805)
Electroplating

=25~

Date of
Action Action
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/1/15 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/7/75 Permit
Issued
5/7/75 Permit
Issued
5/7/75 Permit
Issued
5/7/75 Permit
Issued
5/7/75 Permit
Issued
5/5/75 Permit
Issued
5/12/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued




Direct Stationary Sources (Continued)

County

Multnomah

Clackamas

Multnomah

Clackamas

Clackamas

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

Mul tnomah

Washington

Multnomah

Washington

Multnomah

City and Project

Portland, Columbia American
Plating Co. {(26-2809}
Electroplating

Oregon City, Mclalla Sand
& Gravel Co. (03-2628)
Crusherx

Troutdale, West Coast Alloys
Co., Inc. (26-2806)
Steel Foundry

Molalla, Publishers Paper
Co. {(03-1791) Sawmill

Molalla, Braziexr Forest
Products, Inc. {03-2533)
Sawmill.

Portland, Hercules Incorp.
{(26-1814) Industrial Chemicals

Portland, Seaport Manufacturing
Co. (26-2069) Millwork

Portland, Linnton Plywood
Association (26-2073}
Plywood

Portland, Waybo Inc.
(26-1906) Crusher

Beaverton, L. H. Cobb -
Crushed Rock (34-1925)
Crusher

Portland, B. P. John Furniture
(26~1875) PFurniture Mfg.

Tualatin, City Brass Foundry
(34-2536) Brass Foundry

Portland, Industrial Chrome

Plating Co. (26-2793}
Electroplating

-26=

Date of
Action Action
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/715 Pexrmit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
' Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Igsued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued




Direct Staticnary Sources (Continued)

County

Clackamas

Washington

Multnomah
Mul tnomah
Multnomah
Clackamas
Mgltnomah
Clackamas
Washington
Multnomah

Multnomah

Columbia
Washington

Tillamook

City and Project

Milwaukie, Proto Tool Co.
{03-2632) Electroplating

Durham, Washington County
Public Works Department
{37-0082) Crusher

Portland, Pacific Steel Foundry
(26-1864) Steel Foundry

Portland, Ross Island Sand &
Gravel ({26-1944) Ready-Mix

Portland, Ross Island Sand &
Gravel (26-1946) Ready-Mix

Clackamas, Nichols Die Casting
(03-2638) Aluminum Foundry

Portland, Union Carbide Corp.
(26-1873) Primary Smelter

Eagle Creek, Eagle Foundry Co.
(03-2631) Steel Foundry

Forest Grove, Woodfold Marco
Mfg. Co. (34-2584) Millwork

Portland, Ross Island Sand &
Gravel Co. (26-1941) Crusher

Portland, Martin Brothers
Container & Timber Products
Corp. {26-2544) Fuel Burning
Equipment

St. Helens, Kaiser Gypsum Co.,
Inc. {(05-2085) Building Roard

Forest Grove, Forest Grove
Lumber Co. (34-2081) Sawmill

Tillamoock, Tillamook County

Creamery Assoc. (29-0004)
Cheese Processing

-2 -

Date of
Action Action
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/20/75 Permit
Issued
5/21/75 Permit
Issued
'5/21/75 Permit
Igsued
5/22/75 Permit
Issued




Direct Stationary Sources {(Continued)

County City and Project

Multnomah Portland, Portland Willamette
Co. (26=2435) Brass Foundry

Columbia Clatskanie, Beaver Lumber Co.

of Clatskanie, Inc.
(05-1773) Sawmill

Indirect Sources (0)

Fuel Burning (Boilers) (142)

County City and Source
Various Various

=28 e

Date of

Action Action

5/22/75 Permit
Issued

5/27/75 Permit
Issued

Date of

Action Action

5/75 Permits
Issued




Permit Actions Pending {408)

Air Quality Program

May 1975

(New Sources = = = = = = = = = = = = = 18= = = = = = = = See listing below)

{(Existing Sources- = - - - = = ~ = = - 313- - = = = = - - See footnote 1/)

(Fuel Burning (Boilerg)- = = = = = « = A R See footnote 2/)

Direct Stationary Sources (401}

Date of Date of
Initial Completed

County City and Project Applen. Applcn. Status

Clatsop Astoria = Layton 2/28/74 5/19/75 Proposed permit
Funeral Home - mailed 5/19/75.
New cremation Expect to issue
incinerator. permit by 6/30/75.

Multnomah Portland - Oregon 7/18/74 3/28/75 Expect to issue
Steel Mills, River- permit by 6/9/75.
gate - New pellet
-metallizing furnace.

Multnomah Portland -~ Pennwalt 11/4/74 4/17/75 Expect to issue
Corp. - Expansion of permit by 6/9/75.
c¢hlorine-caustic
soda manufacturing.

Washington Durhan-USA - New l2/21/74 (See plan action
sludge incinerator, pending)Permit to
lime recalciner and be drafted within
steam boilers. 15 days of plan

approval. Expected
by 6/30/75,

Clackamas Clackamas - Caffal 1/20/75 4/2/75 Issued proposed
Bros. Constructicn permit 4/2/75.
Portable rock crusher. Expect to issue

final permit by
June 10, 1975.
Columbia Clatskanie-Kaufman 2/25/75 (See plan action

Chemical Corp. - Bulk
sulfur rail receiving
and ship loading
facility.

~20-

pending} Permit teo
be drafted within
15 days of plan
approval.




Direct Staticnary Sources

County

Umatilla

Portable

Portable

Douglas

Douglas

City and Project

Umatilla - Alumax
Pacific Corp. - New
aluminum reduction
plant.

Yakima - Superiox
Asphalt & Concrete
Company

Allied Paving,
Asphalt Plant

Roseburg — Dan M.
Parker - Rock
crusher

Roseburg = Umpgua
Dairy Products

Indirect Sources (7)

Countz

Clackamas

City and Project

Milwaukie Area =
Clackamas Town
Center 6000+ space
shopping center.

(Continued)

Date of Date of

Initial Completed

Applen. Applcn. Status

4/18/75 Final information
submitted 5/28/75.
Expect review to
be completed and
determination made
whether to issue or
deny permit by
June 13, 1975.

3/75 Permit to be
issued by
6/30/75.

4/21/75 Permit to be
iggued by
6/30/75.,

4/17/75 Permit to be
issued by
6/30/75.

4/15/75 Permit to be
issued by
6/30/75.

bate of Date of

Initial Completed

Applcn. Applecn. Status

7/19/74 Environmental Impact

30—

Statement received,
no further review
by Department
necessary until land
use is approved by
local planning
commission.




Indirect Sources {(Continued)

County

Multnomah

Clackamas

Jackson

Clackamas

Clackamas

Multnomah

City and Project

Rockwood Area -
Mt.. Hood Mall -
6000+ space

shopping center.

Cak Grove Area -
Stuart BAnderson's
Black Angus 115
space parking
facility.

Central Point Area -

Jackson County Exhi-

bition Center - 1500+
parking facility for

fairgrounds.

Clackamas - Clacka-
mas Industrial Complex
68+ space parking
facility.

Milwaukie-Waverly
Greens - 145 space
residential parking
facility.

Portland - Culver
Brown Apartments-
63 space parking
facility.

Additional infor-
mation requested
environmental asses-
No further
review by Dept.
necessary until land
use isg approved by
local planning Comm.

Transit informa-
tion received

No further
review until land
use is approved by
local planning Comm.

Requested environ=
mental assessment,
‘carbon monoxide,
traffic, noise
impact, 4/16/75.

Requested add'l
information 5/5/75.
Including revision
of size of facility
to no more than

Requested add'l
information, tran-
git incentive and
traffic controls,

bate of Date of
Initial Completed
Applcn. Bpplcn. Status
7/19/75

sment.
4/14/75

5/8/75.
4/14/75
4/21/75

44 spaces.
4/23/75

5/5/75.
4/27/75

-31-

Anticipate request
for additional info,
transit incentive
program 6/3/75.

!
’
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Footnotes:

v

These permit actions are of existing sources that are operating on automatic
extensions of existing permits or on temporary permits. We will be unable to
meet the previous estimated completion date of June 30, 1975, on these existing
source permits actions, and it is now anticipated that the majority of these
permit actions will be completed pricr to August 30, 1975, approximately 25%

in June, 45% in July and 30% in August.

All fuel burning (boiler} permits are final typed and are being processed for
approval. The majority of these permits are expected to be issued in June,
1875. These permits are of existing sources and do not hinder their operation
(142 fuel burning permits were issued in May 1975).




Plan Actions Completed (8)

Land Quality Program

May 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Proijects (3)

County City and Site

Myl tnomah Resources Recovery Byproducts
Existing site-Operational Plan

Douglas Superior Lumber Company -
Existing Industrial Site-
Operational Plan

Marion Macleay Landfill

Closure Plan

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Projects {0)

Indugtrial Solid Waste Disposal Projects (0Q)

Sludge Disposal Projects (0)

Planning Projects (5)

Couhtg Project

Union Sclid Waste Management
Implementation plan

Jackson Solid Waste Management
Implementation Plan

Crook- Central Oregon Intergovern-—

Jefferson=- mental Council Solid Waste

Deschutes Management Implementation
Plan.

Josephine Solid Waste Management
Implementation Plan

Port of Utilization of Solid Waste

Unmpgua as fuel of South Coast Area

w33

Date of

Action Action

5/9/75 Provisional
Approval

5/13/75% Approved

5/30/75 | Approved

Date of

Action Action

5/5/75 Approved with
commnents

5/6/75 Approved with
comments

5/9/75 Approved with
comments

5/13/75 Approved with
comments

5/13/75 Approved with
comments




Plan Actions Pending (9)

Land Quality Program

May 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Pxrojects (7)

County

Deschutes

Umatilla

Douglas

Baker

Douglas

Douglas

Klamath

City and Site

Scuthwest Landfill

Pendleton Landfill

Myrtle Creek Transfer Station

Baker Sanitary Landfill

Reedgport Landfill

Canyonville Landfill

Chileoguin Solid Waste Disposal
Site

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Projects (0)

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Projects (2)

County

Linn

Deschutes

City and Site

Western Kraft Corp.

Deschutes Valley Dispesal
Site

Sludge Disposal Projects (0)

~-34-~

Date
Received Status

10/10/74 In process of
approval

10/15/74 Final grades
requested

1/6/75 Awaiting revised
plan

1/3/75 Inspection needed

2/18/75 Awaiting revised
plans

3/18/75 Awaiting revised
plans

5/12/75 Awaiting USFS
approval

Date

Received Action

4/24/75 Under review.
Review completion
projection 6/75.

5/1/75 Under review.

Review completion




Permit Actions Complated (7)

Land Quality Program

May 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (5)

Date of
County City and Site Action Bction
Curry Port Orford Disposal Site 5/20/75 Permit
Existing Facility Izsued
Marion Brown's Island Landfill 5/14/75 Permit
Existing Facility (Salem) Amended
Multnomah Resource Recovery Byproducts 5/29/75 Permit
Existing Transfer/Processing Amended
Site (Portland)
Yamhill Whiteson Sanitary lLandfill 5/1/75 Permit
Existing Facility Amended
Coos Weyerhaeuser, Allegany 5/30/75 Application
Withdrawn
Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (0)
Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (2)
Date of
County City and Site Action Letion
Douglas Superior Lumber Company 5/22/75 Permit
Existing Pacility (Glendale} Issued
Hood River Cascade Locks Lumber Company 5/15/75 Letter authori-~
New Pacility zation issued,

Sludge Disposal Facilities (0}

-35=




Permit Actions Pending (154)

Land Quality Program

May 1975

General Refugse (Garbage) Facilities (108)

County

Benton

Clackamas

Columbia

Coos

Curry

Curry

City and Site

Coffin Butte Landfill

Rogsman's Landfill

Santosh Landfill

Date of
Initial
Applcn.

Date of
Completed
Applcn.

Status

5/13/75

4/21/75

5/5/75

Fairview Disposal Site 6/2/72

Brookings Landfill

Nesika Beach Landfill

5/16/72

5/16/72

3G

5/13/75

4/21/75

5/5/75

6/16/72

6/16/72

6/16/72

Renewal. Permit

explres 6/30/75.

Regional staff to
draft new permit

June 1975.

Renewal. Permit

expires 6/30/75.

Regional staff to
draft new peyxmit

June 1975,

Renewal. Permit

expires 6/30/75.

Regional staff to
draft new permit

June 1975.

Under temporary
permit. Prcposed
regular permit
mailed 4/1/75.
County requested
additional review
time.

Under temporary
permit. Proposed
regular permit
mailed 4/16/75.
County requested
additional review
time.

Under temporary
permit. Proposed
regular permit
mailed 4/16/75.
County requested
additional review
time.




General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (Continued}

County

Deschutes

Deschutes

Deschutes

Deschutes

Douglas

Gilliam

Jackson

Jackson

City and Site

Brothers Landfill

Fryrear Landfill

McGrath LDandf£ill

Negus Landfill

Camas Valley
Landfill

Arlington Landfill

Dry Creek Landfill

Prospect

Under temporary
permit. Proposed
regular permit
drafted. To be
issued June 1875.

Under temporary
permit. Proposed
regular permit
drafted. To be
issued June 1975.

Under temporary
permit. Proposed
regular permit
mailed 5/12/75.

Under temporary
permit. Proposed
regular permit
drafted. To ke
issued June 1975.

Under temporary
permit. Regional
staff to draft
regular permit

Under temporary
permit. Proposed
regular permit
mailed 5/30/75.

Renewal. Permit
expires 7/1/75.
Proposed new
permit drafted.

To be igssued 6/75.

Renewal. Permit

Date of Date of
Initial Completed
Applcn. Applcn, Status
6/13/72 4/22/75
6/2/72 5/6/75
6/2/72 4/23/75
6/2/72 4/23/75
6/12/72 2/28/75
June 1975.
5/15/72 11/14/74
5/7/75 5/1/75
3/7/75 4/21/75

~37-

expired 4/1/75.
Proposed permit
mailed 5/75.

|
|




General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (Continued)

Date of Date of
Initial Completed
County City and Site Applcn.  Applen. Status
Lane Florence Landfill 5/12/75 5/12/75 Renewal. Permit

expires 6/30/75.

Regional staff to
draft new permit

June 1975.

Lane Franklin Landfill 4/2/75 4/2/75 Renewal. Permit

expired 3/31/75.
Proposed new pexmit
mailed 5/19/75.

Lane Veneta Landfill 5/12/75 5/12/75 Renewal . Permit

expires 6/30/75.
Regional staff to
draft new permit

Junea 1975.
Umatilla Umatilla Tribal 5/15/75 5/15/75 Renewal. Permit
Landfill expired 5/15/75.

Regional staff to
draft new permit
June 1975.

90 other sites with temporary permits Most awalting com-~
(incomplete applications) rletion of regional

sclid waste management
plans. Regional

staff to draft
permits prior to
12/75.

We have previously indicated that permits would be drafted by 6/30/75. However,
several regional plans have not vet been completed. The regions are now actively
drafting Solid Waste Disposal Permits and the remaining temporary permits will be
converted to regular permits prior to 12/75.

o 3B




Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (2)

Date of Date of
Initial Completed

County City and Site Applcn. Applen.

Marion Salem Airport 6/20/72 8/14/74
Landfill

Polk Fowler Demolition 8/8/72 8/14/74

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (46)

Date of bate of
Initial Completed

County City and Site | Applcn. Applcn.

Clatsop Crown Zellerbach 5/2/75 5/2/75
Wauna

Columbia Crown Zellerbach 4/22/75 4/22/75

Coos Weyerhaeuser, Dellwood 6/21/73 4/12/74
Shop

Coos Weyerhaeuser, Horse 6/21/73 4/12/74
Flats

-30-

Status

Undexr temporary
permit. Regional
staff to draft
regular permit by
July 1975.

Under temporary
permit. Regicnal
staff to draft
regular permit by
June 1975.

Status

Renewal. Permit
expired 5/30/75.
New permit drafted.
To be issued 6/75.

Renewal. Permit

expires 6/30/75.

Regional staff to
draft new permit

June 1975,

Existing site.
Proposed regular
permit mailed
5/30/75.

Existing site.
Proposed regular
permit mailed
5/30/75.




Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities

Countz

Curry

Douglas

Douglas

Lane

Benton

Benton
Douglas

Josephine

Josephine

City and Site

Rogge Lumber Co.

Superior Prairie
Lumber

Round Prairie

Pope & Talbot

Hobin Lumbker Co.

Paul Barber Hardwood
Reedsport Mill
Josephine Co. Indus-
trial sludge Disposal
Site

Rough & Ready Lumber

{Continued)

Date of Date of
Initial Completed
Applen. Applcn.
11/18/74 11/18/74
10/2/74 11/12/74
10/2/74 11/12/74
5/12/74 5/14/75
6/21/73 6/29/73
12/19/73 5/20/74
8/8/73 8/8/73
7/18/73 7/18/73
6/22/73 6/22/73

-40=-

Status

Renewal. Permit
expired 12/31/74.
Propozed new permit
mailed 5/29/75.

Proposed new

facility. Will not
be used until
summer. Proposed

permit drafted. To
be mailed 6/75.

Proposed new
facility will not

be used until

summer . Regional
staff to mail
proposed pexrmit 7/75.

Renewal. Permit

expires 6/30/75.

Regional staff to
draft new permit

June 18275,

Under temporary
permit. Expires
7/1/75. Regional
staff to draft
regular permit by
June 30, 1975.




Industrial Sclid Waste Disposal Facilities

County

Lane

Lane

Lane
Marion
Multnomah

Benton

Coos

Curry

Douglas

Douglas

Hood River

Jackson

Lincoln

City and Site

Georgia-Pacific,
Irving Road,
Eugene

Georgla~Pacific
Springfield

Hines Lumber
Green Veneexy
Pacific Carbide

Willamette Industries

Coos Bay Plywood
Millington Flats

U. S. Plywood,
Gold Beach

D & D Lumber

U. 8. Plywood
Roseburg

Champion Internaticna

Boise Cascade,
Medford

Publishers Paper,
Toledo

{Continued)
Date of Date of
Initial Completed
Applen. Applecn.
6/22/73 ©/22/73
6/28/73 9/7/73
6/29/73 5/30/74
6/1/73 7/3/73
6/25/73 6/25/73
7/3/73 7/3/73
6/20/73 7/2/73
7/13/73 7/13/73
6/29/73 6/29/73
7/13/73 7/13/73
1 7/13/73 7/13/73
/2713 7/2/73
9/28/73 9/28/73

-4] -

Status

Under temporary
permit. Expires
7/1/75. Regional
staff to draft
regular permit by
June 30, 1975.

Under temporary
letter authorization
Regional staff to
draft regular letter
authorization or
permit prior to 12/75.




Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities ({Continued)
Date of Date of
Initial Ccmpleted
County City and Site Applen. Applcn. Status
Linn Bauman Lumber 6/19/73 6/19/73 Under temporary
letter authorization.
Regional staff to
draft regular letter
authorization or
permit prior to 12/75.
Linn Cedar Lumber 7/1/73 7/1/73 " " "
Linn Dean Morris Lumber 6/28/73 6/28/73 " " "
Linn Willamette Industries 7/5/73 1/5/73 " " "
Foster
Baker Oregon-Portland 6/1/73 - - - Existing site,
Cement Co. reguested letter
authorizatien.
Regional staff to
respond by 6/30/75.
Jackson Jackson County, Park 1/12/74 - - " " "
Coos Coos Head Timber 6/21/73 6/21/73 Existing site.
Regional staff to
investigate.
Coos Interpational Paper 12/13/74 1/213/74 " " '
Coos Roseburg Lumber 7/18/73 7/18/73 " " "
Coguille
Coos Westbrock Pole and 5/7/74 5/7/74 " " "
Piling
Douglas L and H Lumber 6/20/74 6/20/74 " " "
Douglas Roseburg Lumber Co. 7/9/73 6/3/74 " " "
5 mill sites 5 applications
Lincoln Georgia-Pacific, 7/2/73 3/14/74 " " "
Toledo
Linn Willamette Industries 7/5/73 12/28/73 " " "

Sweet Home

1/ Permit applications indicated that these were very low volume disposal sites

with minimal environmental impact.
in lieu of permits in such cases.

Regulations provide for letter authorizationg
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W, MORRISON STREET © PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ¢ Telephone (503) 229-5696
ROBERT W. STRAUB

GOVERNOR
MEMORANDUM
B. A. McPHILEIPS :
Chairman, fchMinnvitle TO : Env-i ronment a'! QU a'] -l -ty

GRACE 5. PRINNEY

Corvallis From: - Director

JACKLYN £, HALLOCK . _ . C - ‘
Portlond Subject: Agenda Item C, June 27, 1975, EQC Meeting

PMORRIS K, CROTHERS
Salemn

Tax Credit Applications

RONALD M. SOMERS

The Dalles - Attached are review reports on eleven (11) Tax Credit Applica-

KESSLER R, CANNON tions. These applications and the recommendations of the Director
Direttor
are summarized on the attached table.

/ ,
ﬁﬂ_xp é;)éiea\Mvwﬁqh

-
™ e

KESSLER R. CANNON

AHE
June 19, 1975
Attachments

Tax Credit Summary
Tax Credit Review Reports (11)




Applicant/Plant Location

Centinental Can Company. Inc.
Metal Operations
Lombard Street, Portiand

Continental Can Company, Inc.
Metal Operations
Lombard Street, Portland

BRM Company
_Industrial Wastes
Silverton

Boise Cascade Corporation
Paper Group
St. Helens

Willamina Lumber Company
Witlamina

Boise Cascade Corporation
"~ Paper Division
Commercial Street, Salem

Heyerhaeuser-Lompany——————r——f

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Claimed

Hood-Rroducts-Manufacturing -

—tgterfronty-North--Bend--

GHSM, Incorporated
(Girod's Hilltop Super Market)
First Street, MilTl City

Weyerhaeuser Company
Paperboard Manufacturing
42 Street, Springfieid

Cstrander Construction Co.
Fremont Sawmill Division
Paisley

burner

Appl. % Allocable to Director's
No. Facility Cost PolTution Control Recommendation
T-644  Three Fume incinerators for fume  $320,842.00  80% or more Tssue
emissions control from ovens ,
used to dry decorated cans
7-645  Fume incinerator for fume emis- 31,369.00 80% or more Issue
sions control from enamel bhaking
ovens
T-646R Eguipment which densifies, trans- 78,800.00-  100% Issue
_______ ports, and stores solid waste
and straw prior to marketing
T-649  MNo. 3 recovery furnace system 12,051,771.61  80% or more Issue
T-650 Conversion of log ponds into 831,508.00 80% or more Issye
dry land storage
T-651R Modifications to digester pump- 38,669.34  80% or more Issue
out system at pulp mill
F-658--YHood-particle-collection-systen 14766600 —40%-or movre, but-- - Issue.
at-Versabord {particleboard j it loss ~than-60% -
S % WYL o S ——
Pllul p¥
T-660  Paper baler consisting of auto 5,572.01  100% Issue
cycle baler, electrical and con-
trol equipment, and lean-to
T-661  Particulate emissions centrol sys- 108,482.00 80% or more Issue
tem from smelt dissolving tank on
No. 3 recovery furnace
T-662 Modifications to wigwam waste 40,126.00  80% or more Issue



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS - June 27, 1975 EQC Meeting

Page 2
Appl. Claimed % Allocable to Director's
Applicant/Plant Location No. Facility Cost Pollution Control Recommendation
Timber Products Company T-663  Three Scrubbers consisting of $59,015.94  80% or movre Issue
McAndrews Road, Medford rotoclones on particle dryers
#1 & #2, and core cyclone &
. Tine cyclone; pump biowers;
electrical supplies; steel; &
miscellaneous items
Proposed June 27, 1275 TOTALS
Air Quality $12,797,981.8%
Land Quality 84,372.01
Water Quality 831,508.0C
TCTAL $13,713.8671.90
1975 Calendar Year TOTALS
(excludes June Proposed figures)
Air Quality $1,832,372.19
Land Quality 4,521,276.00
Water Quality 11,516,450.88
TOTAL $17,870,099.17
TOTAL Certificates Awarded since Inception
‘(excludes Proposed Certificates)
-~ Alr Qualtty _7”;___;f; j”$5T,4O4,T22.28
Land Quality 9,503,925.00
Water Quality 54,753,387.51
TOTAL $115,061,424.79
© AHE

06-19-75




~ | " Appl _T-644

pate April 7, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REYIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Continental Can Company, Inc.
Metal Operations

10200 N. Lombard St.
Portland, OR 97203

The applicant owns and operates a metal can production facility located in
Portiand, Oregon. .

Description of Claimed Facility

The facilities described -in this application are three (3) fume incinerators
which burn the fumes emitted from the ovens that are used to dry decorated
cans. ' -

Facility cost: $320,942.00 (Accountant's'certificafion was provided).

The facility was placed in operation in August, 1972. Certification is
claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pollution control.

Evaluation of Application

The company was required to install the fume incinerators by the former
Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority to control odor and visible
enissions.. Prior to the installation of these facilities emissions from the
ovens were uncontrolled. '

The plans and specifications for the three incinerators were reviewed and
approved by the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority. The Department
has inspected the claimed facilities and has found that they are operating
satisfactorily. Fume incinerators are considered to be the highest and

best practicable control of emissions from this type of oven. There is no
economic return on this installation. Therefore, it is concluded that the
facilities were installed and are operated for pollution control.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the"
cost of $320,942.00 with 80% or more allocated to poilution control be
issued for the facilities claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-644.

CRC :mh




Appl _T-f45

pate April 7, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

“TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Continental Can Company, Inc.
Metal Operations

10200 N. Lombard Street
Portiand, Oregon 97203

The applicant owns and operates a metal can production facility in Portland,
Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a fume incinerator wh1ch burns
the fumes emitted from the enamel baking ovens.

Facility cost: $31,369.00 {Accountant's certificate was provided).

The facility was placed in operation in June, 1973. Certification is claimed
under the 1969 Act with 100% allocable to poilution control.

Evaluation of Application

The company was required to install the fume incinerator by the former Columbia-
Willamette Air Pollution Authority to control odor and visible emissions.
Prior to the installation of this facility, emissions from -the oven were un-
controlled. .

The plans and specifications for the incinerator were reviewed and approved

by the Columbia-Willamette Air Poilution Authority. The Department has inspected
the claimed faciiity and has found that it is operating satisfactorily. A

fume incinerator is considered to be the highest and best practicable control’

of emissions from this type of oven. There is no economic return on this
installation. Therefore, it is concliuded that the facilities were installed

and are operated for pollution control. .

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the

- cost of $31,369.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued-

for the facilities claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-645.

CRC:mh



Appl. _T 646 R

Date _6/17/75
State of Oregon '

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

BRM Company

Industrial Wastes
Route 3, Box 36
Silverton, Oregon 97381

The applicant owns and cperates grass seed and cereal grain straw storage,
baling, transportation and marketing facilities near Corvallis, Linn County.

Description of Claimed Facility . o S

The claimed facility consists of:

a. 90' x 100' shed on 3.3 acres of land.

b. Steffen bale accumulator.

C. New Idea side delivery rake.

d. Freeman hi-dengity baler (230w-23100-8SO0B).

e. GMC truck and Steffen bale loader (DBA 4003F20839).
f. Mack Truck and FB 1785 trailer (T 239968ST1259).
g. Electrical and miscellaneous installations.

The claimed facility was placed in operation on July 1, 1873.

Facility cost: $78,800.00 (Accountants certification was attached to
application.)

Evaluation of Application

a

For the present, grass seed and cereal grain straw is generated in the

fields after harvest as solid waste during July, August and September

each year and is normally open burned. As an alternative, to this practice,
the applicant densifies straw in grower's fields in the form of round bales
and hi-density bales, which are marketed directly or transported to

the straw storage facility and marketed later.

Most grass seed and cereal grain farmers are not able to prepare . and market
significant quantities of straw because of other farming priorities,
elusive straw markets and hight cost of special equipment needed in. these

MS:Sa ‘
June 17, 1975




T 646 R
June 17, 1975
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operations. The applicant provides more intensive effort to prepare and
market straw which the farmer is not doing. The claimed facilities

have the capacity to handle 1500 tons of straw which would otherwise

be solid waste and open burned. The Department concludes that the claimed
facility meets the requirements of ORS 468.165 (1) (b) and is therefore
eligible for certification.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
pursuant to QRS 468.165 (1) (b} for the claimed facility in applicaticn
T 646 R, such certificate to bear the actual cost of $78,800.00.

MS:sa



. pate 6/6/75

State of Oregon :
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEM REPORT

Applicant

Boise Cascade Corporation

~ Paper Group

Kaster Road e
St. Helens, Oregon . 97051

The applicant owns and operates a bleached Kraft pulp and paper mill in

~ St, Helens. This mill has the rated capac1ty to produce 900 tons of
bleached Kraft pulp per day.

Description of Facility

The facility clained in this application is described as: |
The numberiB;recovery furnace system which includes the following:
a. Low-odor recovery furnace. ‘ |

b. An e]ectrostafic precipitator.

c. Five black liquor evaporators.

d. Two black liquor concentrators.

e. Smelt dissolving tank and associate& scrubber.

f. Assbciated auxiliary equipment (buildings, pfping, tanks,
pumps, fans, controis and e]ecﬁricai equipment).

Facility cost: $12,051,771.61 (accountant's certification was provided).

This facility wasrpiaced in operation on January 31, 1975. Certification is
claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocable to pollution control.

Evaluation of Application

This facility was installed in response to the {then proposed) 1973

Kraft Pulp Mi11 Emission Regulation which currently requires that recovery -
furnace Total Reduced Sulfur emissions not exceed 10 ppm as an average

of all recovery furnaces after July 1, 1975. The claimed facility replaced
the number one recovery furhace which colld not be economically modified

to meet the regu]atory limits. .The number one furnace has been removed

- from service.
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Tax Application T-649
Page 2 »

The number 3 recovery furnace also enabled the company to reducerthe
firing rate of the number 2 recovery furnace which had been overloaded
and thus reduce emissions from it.

The installation of the new recovery furnace increased the total plant

. recovery production from 866 air dried tons of bleached pulp per day

to a rated capacity of 1015 air dried tons of bleached pulp per day.
This is an increase of 17 percent. It is therefore the Department’'s
conclusion that the percent a]locab1e to po]]ut1on control should

be 83 percent.

The plans and specifications were reviewed by the Department and the
proposed installation was approved by the Environmental Quality
Commission in the October 25, 1972 meeting. The Department has inspected
the facility and has found that it was operating satisfactorily. Total
Reduced Sulfur emissions are currently below 5 ppm and particulate
enissions below 4 pounds per air dried ton of pulp produced. ({Meets

new recovery furnace emission limits required by current rule.)

The electrostatic precipitator installed on the new furnace has a
particulate removal efficiency of 99.6 percent, whereas the precipitator
on the old furnace was designed for a particulate removal efficiency

of 96 percent.{a 90% reduction in particulate emissions).

The additional chemicals recovered by this increase in precipitator
efficiency and the value of the additional steam provided by the
furnace are concluded not to pay for the new installation over the 15.2
year amortization period. It is therefore concluded that the claimed
facility, the Ho. 4 recovery furnace system, was installed and is
operated for pollution control.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $12,051,771.61 be issued for the facility claimed in Tax
Credit Application No T-649 with more than 80 percent allocated to
pollution control..

CRC:mh
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Appy, T-650

Date 6-9-75

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REFORT

1. Applicant
‘Willamina Lumber Company
901 Terminal Sales Bldg.
Portland, Oregon 97205
The applicant owns and‘operates a lumber mill on Willamina Creek Road,
at Willamina, Oregon, Yamhill County.
2. Description of Claimed Facility
The claimed facility consists of conversion of log ponds into dry land
storage. Log pond seepage and log debris and silt to Villamina Creek
were eliminated. The following items were involved:
a. Log Stacker XW80 Dart
b. Hoist Grappler - MAR
c. Wheel Loader, Caterpillar 966 - ‘ .
d. log Grappler, Prentice '
e. _Log Loader, Bucyrus Erie .
£. Construct Log Deck, including Machinery Installation
g. Pond Fill (Rock & Gravel) s
h. Purchase of property from W1llam1na Clay Products Co. for sanitary land
f£ill ,
i. Removal of existing log conveyor over Willamina Creek
The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation in September 1974.
Facility Cost: $831,508 (Accountant's certification was attached to the
application.)
3. Evaluation of Application
Installation of the claimed facility was completed at the request of the
Department of Environmental Quality. The work and equipment described
in this tax application removes virtually all pocllutants from Willamina
Creek. The log storage deck area is not adjacent to the mill, thus
logs must be loaded and truck hauled to the mill.
There is no income derived from the-installation of these facilities and
operational costs of the dry log storage are greater than the log pond
operation.
The facility is performing as designed.
4. Director’'s Recommendation
It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facilities claimed in Application T-650, such certificate to bear
~ the actual cost of $831,508 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control.
WDL:mx
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Appl T-651 R

Date 6/11/75

State of Oregon ‘
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Boise Cascade Corp.
Paper Division

P. 0. Box 2089
Salem, Oregon 97308

The applicant owns and operates a pulp wood paper mill at 315 Commercial
Street S.E. in downtown Salem, Oregon. '

Deséription of Facility

The facility claimed in this application is described as modifications to the
digester pumpout system in the Salem pulp mill consisting of:

1. Insulating of the digester pumpout stock tank.

2. Adding a new cyclone between the digesters and the recycle
acid system. : -

3. Strengthening of stock pumpout tank.

4. Strainer for digesters.

5. Valves.:

6. Low pressure relief parts.

7. Labor, engineering, parts, miscellaneous.
The facility was completed and put into operation on February 28, 1974.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed
for pollution control is 100%.

Facility cost: $38,669.34 (accountant's cost certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

This facility was installed in response to the 1971 DEQ Sulfite Pulp Mill Emissicn
Regulation. The Department approved the whole project, of which this tax
credit is a part.



Tax Application T-651 R
Page 2

buring pumpout of digesters, odorous gas is generated. The claimed
facility consists of a miscellaneous list of improvements, modifications,
and final payments on a preject {(for which previous payments were granted
tax credit T-539) all of which increase the reliability of the odorous
gas collection system. The claimed items each improve the function of
the digester pumpout system and lessen the likelihood of upsets, surges,
and other unplanned emissions of malodorous gases. '

It is concluded that the claimed facilities were constructed substantially
for air pollution control and 100% credit can ke given.

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Contrel Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $38,669.34 with 80% or more of the cost allocated tc pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-651 R.

PPB:kok
06-06-75
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Appl T-658"

pate 6/6/75

_ State of Oregon _
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ‘,QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Descr1pt1on of Facility

Applicant

. Weyerhaeuser Company

Wood Products Manufacturing ;j
PO Box 389 !
North Bend, OR 97459 /
The applicant operates a sawm11]g planing mi11l, plywood, and particleboard
plant at North Bend in Coos County, Oregon. :

/

/
The facility claimed in th1§ application is described as a wood particle

collection system at the Versabord (particleboard) plant and consists of:
‘f

1. Two Clarke baghouses captur1ng wood fines formerly emitted to the
atmosphere (cost $71f024)

2. A 30-unit Clarke f]o-mat1c b1n for accumu]atzng that portion of
wood fines to be burned in the drum dryer ($59,897).

3.  Electrical Powerfw1r1ng and contro!s ($8,402).
4, Engineering ($&,283)
/ _ .
The facility was put into operat10n on March 25, 1974 and was completed
on December 1, 1974

Certification 1% claimed under the 1973 act and the percentage claimed
for po]lut1on contro1 is 100%. -

Facility coi} $147 606 (accountant's épst certification was provided).

Evaluation of App11cat10n

The two ?ghouses of the claimed facility were installed to enable
Weyerhaeyser to meet the emission rate required by the Department in
Section £ condition 4 of their Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. The 30-
unit storage bin allows diversion of the captured wood fines from the
normal/pipe going to the sanderdust burner on boiler No. 3 to this bin
which/accumulates fuel for the plant's rotary-drum particle dryer.

The 4a1ue of the fines co?]ected by the baghouses is more than offset
éhe electricity and maintenance costs 1ncurred .



Page 2

Tax Application T-638 \\

It is concluded that whlﬂe the two Baghouses were installed for air
pollution control, the bKn is part of the fuel system for the plant's
dryer and was not installed for dir pollution control, The power and
engineering costs for the\c1a1med facility are not divisible into
baghouse and bin portions and” can be accepted as substantially (over
haif) for pollution controly’ Therefore, with $59,897 disallowed,
$87.709 or 59,4% of the c1a1med cost can be allocated for po11ut1on
control.

4, Director's Recommendat1on !
It is recommended that a Po]lut1on Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $147,606 with 40% or more but less than 60% of the cost
allocated to p011ut10n control be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax App11cat1on T-658, ,

PEB:mh ’
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Appl. T-660

: ' Date '
State of Oregon 541211;___

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

‘1. ° Applicant
GHSM, Incorporated (Glrod 8 Hllltop Super Market)
1090 Third Street
Mill Clty, Oregon 97360

The applicant owns and operates a paper baler at Mill City, Linn County.

2. Description of Claimed Facilities

The claimed facility consists of:
a. One Prentice Auto Cycle Baler (Serial #A-540-25).
b. Electrical and control equipment.
c. Tean~-to.

The claimed facility was placed in operatipn on March 11, 1975.

Facility cost: 55,572.01 (accountant s certification was attached
to application)

3. Evaluation of Application

The waste paper generated as a result of daily supermarket operations

is baled for recycling instead of disposal at-a local landfill. The
bales of waste paper are transported by United Grocers, Inc., to their
Portland warehouse. Before installation of the baler, waste paper
generated by daily supermarket operations was illegally burned in a 55
gallon drum adjacent to the supermarket. The Mid-Willamette Valley Air
Pollution Authority investigated on February 24, 1975 and .forced term-
ination of burning. The applicant had a choice of paying the garbage
collector to dispose of the waste in a landfill or of joining the waste
paper recycling program of United Grocers, Inc. who serviced the super-
market. The recycling alternative was chosen and the baler is required to
facilitate United Grocers' pickup program. Waste Paper market conditions
do not presently allow a return “en investment. The Department concludes
that the claimed facility meets the regquirements of ORS 468.165(1) (b) and
is therefore eligible for certification.

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility,Certificate'be
issued pursuant to ORS 468.165(1) (k) for the claimed facilities in
Application T-~660, such certificate to bear the actual cost of 3$5,572.01.

MS :mm
June 6, 1975
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Appl  T-661

Date _May 2], 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

g;EElic'an

Weyerhaeuser Company

Paperboard Hanufacturing
PO Box 275
Springfield, OR 97477

The applicant operates an integrated wood products mill at Sprimgfield, Oregon,
including a pulping plant which is used in making paperboard.

Description of Facility

The facility claimed in this applicetion controls particulate emissions to
the atmosphere fram the smelt dissolving tank on #3 recovery furnace and
consists of:

1. Two Joy scrubbers, Type D, Turbulaire, size 24, one on each vent stack.
2. Two fans, New York Bldm, Type HDE, size 452.

3. Connecting ductwork and piping.

The facility was completed on February 8, 1974 and put into 0perat10n on
February 12, 1974.

Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act as amended in 1974 ard the
percentage claimed for pollutlon control is 100%.

Facility costs: $108,482.00 (Accountant's certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The Company was required to reduce particulate emissions (mostly sodium
carbonate and sodium sulphide) from the vents to meet QAR CH 340, Section
25-165(2) {c). The "York" demister pads formerly used could not camply with
the standard of 0.5 1b/ADT for all the vents. On 10/1/73 the Department
approved the Company's plan to use scrubbers. On 3/21/74 the Department
approved the test danonstrating the scruldbers' oanpllance as reported by
the Company's 3/14/74 letter.

The scrubbers recover an additional $1700 worth of chemicals from the vent
gas being discharged to the ocutside air; but this value is more than offset
by the $2800 utility and $3200 maintenance costs annually incurred by the
new scrubbers.
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Tax Application T-661
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Tt is concluded that the scrubbers were added for pollution control alone,

ard are allowing the #3 recovery furnace's smelt tank vents to be operated -

within the Department's emission standard.

4. Director's Recormendation

It is recamended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $108,482.00 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-661.

PBR:mh
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o | - ApPl ____1-662 %

Date June‘12, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT . OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEYW REPORT

¥. Ageiicant
Ostrander Construction Company
Fremont' Sawmiil Division
Box 1340 :
Lakeview, Oregon 97630

The applicant owns and operates a sawmill at Paisley, Oregon.

2. Description of Facility

The facility claimed in this application is a group of modi Flcatlons to a
wigwam waste burner. The modifications con5|st of:

1. Underfire air system
2. Overfiré fans-
3. ignitors
4. Damper doors _
5. Electrical Control Panel with temperature recorder.
The facility was completed and placed into operation on September ZSJ_I974.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act and - the parcentageréléiméd for
pollution control is 100/ .

Facility costs: $40 126.00 {Accountant's certification was prOthed)

3. Evaluation of Application

The applicant was required by Condition 6 of his Air Contaminant Discharge

- Permit to modify the burner. The plan to modify it was reviewed and approved
by the Department. The completed project was demonstrated to the Department
and recelved approval on September 30, 1974

The modification allows the burner to burn clearly at less than 20% opacity
and will make a significant decrease in the smoke and fallout entering the
town of Paisley which is downwind from the burner.

it is concluded that there is no economic return from the burner modifica-
tion and that it was made solely for air pollution control.

4. Director's Recommendation

. It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $40,126.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-662.

PBB:ahe
06-12-75 -




Appi T-663

Date June 12, 1975 |

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY -

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEY REPORT-

1. Applicant
Timber Products Combany

. Post Office Box 1669
" Medford, Oregon = 97501
The applicant operates a plywood and partic]eboafd plant in Medford, Qregon.

2. Description of Facility

The facility claimed in this application consists of three scrubbers and in-.

cludes:
1. AAF type R rotoclone size 8'on particle dryer #1,
2. AAF type R rotoclone size § on particle dryer #2,
3.' AAF type R rotoclone size 12 on the core. cyclone and fine cyclone,
‘K. Pump blowers,
5.. Electrical supplies,
6. Steel for platform, and )
7. . Freight, foundation, fittings, and miscel laneous.

The faci]ity was comp]eted in August, 1973, aﬁd placed into operation in 1973.

The certiflcatlon is claimed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed
for pollution control is 100%.

Facility costs: $59,015, 9& {Accountant's certification was provided).

3. Evaluatlon of Appliication

The company was required to reduce the particulate emissions from the particle-
board and plywood plants to comply with Oregon Administrative Rules (0AR} and
Conditions 6, section A and 5, section B of their Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit. Plans were submitted by Timber Products Company on July 28, 13972, and
approval was granted by the Department on August 16, 1972. By subsequent tests,
Timber Products has claimed comptlance with 0AR. The scrubbers installed by
this project reduced sawdust emissions from 52 tb/hr to 2 1b/hr from the dryers
and two cyclones.

The scrubbers cépture the sawdust fines with water spray, producing a worth-
less, wet slurry. There is no monetary return from the claimed facility, so .
it is concluded that the project was installed solely for air pollution control.

L. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $59,015.94 with 80% or more allocated to poliution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-663.

PBB:ahe
06-12-75



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

4,

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE, 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

Robert W. Straub
GOVERNOR

B. A, McPHILLIPS To: Environmental Quality Commission
Chairman, Mchiinnville
GRACE 8. PHINNEY From: Director

Corvallis

JackYN L HALLOCK  Sybject: Agenda Item No. D, June 27, 1975, EQC Meeting

Portland
MORRIS K. CROTHERS  Sybject: Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority List for Fiscal

slem Year 1976. Report of Hearing Results and Director's

RONALD M. SOMERS Recommendation
The Dalles

KESSLER R, CANNON ' . .
Director The attached Notice of Public Hearing, Proposed Sewage Works Con-

struction Grant Priority List for FY 76 and related documents was
circulated on May 20, 1974 to all cities on the Tist, known consulting
engineers doing sewage works engineering for cities in Oregon, indi-
viduals and organizations who have requested to receive notice mailings
onh waste discharge permit actions and others who have requested

copies.

The hearing is scheduled before the Department's hearings officer
on Juhe 20, 1975. A summary of testimony received at this hearing
will be presented at the June 27, 1975 Commission meeting.

The Department will also present an evaluation of testimony
received and such recommendations for modification of the Tist as may
be appropriate.

Due to the need to adopt the 1ist at the June 27th meeting and
the short time available between the hearing and the meeting, the
- report and recommendations will probably not be available for review

in .advance of the meeting.
/ U
. % ‘;5
. . 7] R

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

HLS:ak

June 12, 1975
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DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ¢ Telephone (503) 229- 5301

ROBERT W. STRAUB

GOVERNOR INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM & NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST FOR FY 1976

KESSLER R. CANMNON
Director June 20, 1975

10:00 A.M.

Public Serviee Building
920 8. W. Fifth Avenue -~ 2nd Floor Auditorium
Portland, Oregon

Pursuant to the requirements of Public Law 92-500 CFR 35.915(f) and 35.556, a hearing
will be held on June 20, 1975 for the purposes of obtaining testimony relevant to the
Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List included herein. At its meeting on
April 25, 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission advised the staff to utilize the
priority criteria presented at that meeting and to develop a list of sewerage works
projects which would most efficiently use available federal grant funds.

The criteria, enclosed with explanatory memoranda, most specifically reflects national
concerns of "...the severity of pollution problems, the population affected, the need for
preservation of high quality waters and national priorities as well as total funds avail-
able, project and treatment works sequence and additional factors established by the
State..." Due to the necessity for stressing national concern, certain of the previous
year's projects have been reduced in relative ranking. These include predominately
projects not defined by a specific water pollution preblem but facing the need for pro-
viding sewers in urban or urbanizing areas where population densities have rendered
subsurface sewage disposal unsatisfactory. . Such situations are critical to those directly
involved but the federal emphasis on documented and existing major polluting discharges
affords less than desirable program flexibility.

The hearing is called for permitting public participation in the project ranking
procedure. Federal regulations require that the list receive such scrutiny. The Depart-
ment of Envirconmental Quality also wishes to obtain relevant comment on the Priority
Criteria so as to ensure that the foundation for the procedures is firmly based.

Included in this packet are the following:

1. A list of projects in priority order with costs and tentative funding sequence
assigned.
2. A list of projects showing the priority point assignments and totals.

3. A copy of agenda Ttem No. E, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting.

The results of the hearing will be presented to the EQC at its regular meeting on
June 27, 1975. At that time, the Commission will be asked to approve, reject or modify
the list as presented.

Your cooperation is requested to ensure that the Department's programs for expedi-
tious and efficient handling of public funds may be fairly and equitably administered.

‘.

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

HLS:ak
May 20, 1975




: e Project River Project Step

_ Need Emphasis Segment Type Status Total  Priovrity
foplicant ___Points Points  Points Points Points Paints  Mumber
srovmsville 700 90 33 10 2 835 70
Veneta 700 90 32 10 3 835 17
Gavernment Camp S.D. 700 90 30 10 3 ’ 833‘ 78
flemath Fall Reg.(Co.) 700 90 23 10 2 830 79
Hermiston 700 90 26 10 2 8728 80
Chiloquin _ 760 90 25 , 10 2 B27 81
antario 00 90 2 10 2 826 82
fines 700 90 23 10 2 825 83
Huntington 700 90 7 10 pa 809 84
B;ker ' 700 90 7 10 2 809 85
Joseph 700 90 6 10 1 807 86
Eﬁterprise 700 80 6 10 1- 807 87
bufur 700 9 T 10 1 © 802 88
Lake Oswego-Willamette 600 100 76 8 3 787 89
Labish Village 600 100 76 8 3 787 9
liovth Bend ‘ 600 00 75 10 1 776 91
Horth Albany S.D. 600 50 76 8 2 776 92
Horth Plains 600 - 80 77 10 1 | 768 93
St. Paul 600 - 80 . 76 10 1 767 94
Lake Oswego (Harvey Yay) 600 80 76 - 8 3 767 05
Lake Oswego (Terrace) 600 80 76 8 3 767 96
Lake Oswego (Evergreen) 600 80 76 8 3 767 97
Lake Oswego (Lakeview) 600 - 80 76 8 | 3 767 98
Clackamas Co.-(Rhoda- 600 90 66 10 1 767 99

Welsches)
Coburg 600 80 76 0 1 767 100




Project

Rivey

Project

: Need Emphasis Segment Type
wplicant _Points Points Points Points
Portland {Umatilia) 700 90 69 8
L&Gvande ~IsTand City 700 80 67 10
Elgin 700 90 67 10
Corvellis-Crescent Viy. 700 80 76 8
Hammond 700 80 69 8
Port of Tillamook Bay 700 80 57 8
Seaside 700 90 54 10
theeler (Addendum to 700 80 62 8
NTCSA Grant)

Aumsville 700 90 48 10
Yamhi11 - 700 90 46 10
Tiltlamook City 700 80 57 10
Dayton 700 90 46 iU
Sheridan-Hitlamina 700 90 46 10
Anity 700 90 46 10
Holalla 700 o0 44 10
Woodburn-Gervais 700 %0 45 10
Lebanon 760 80 42 10
Rockawéy 700 80 41 10
Jefferson 700 c0 42 10
Cannon Deach 700 50 41 10
Lincoln City 700 00 M 8
Cottage Grove 700 g0 40 10
Creswell 700" 80 40 | 10
Oakridge 700 S0 39 10
Scio 700 90 35 10

Step -
Status Total  Priority
Points Points  Number
3 870 51
2 869 he
1 868 53
2 8606 b4
1 858 b5
1 856 h6
1 855 57
3 853 58
1 849 59
3 849 60
1. 848 61
1 847 62
1 847 63
1 847 64
2 846 65
1 B4 b6
2 844 67
2 843 68
1 843 _69
i 842 70
3 842 A
1 841 72
[ 841 73
1 840 74
1 836 75




W

\pplicant

1SA (Rock £reck) STP
Jortland (Tryon)
larrishurg

JSA (Rock Creek) Int.
Jonmeuth-Independence
cugene~Springfield
Torvallis Afrport

JSA {Lowar Tualatin)

JSA (Upper Tualatin)

{ri~City - County
tevberg-Dundee
~tackamas Co. S.D. #1
Junction City |
Eugeﬁo Nirport
Maupin

Fugene (Easiside)
Corva11fs'MobT1e Part
Glendale

Sutherlin

Fagle Point

Gotd Hill

Cave Junction
Boardman
Jacksonville

Prairie City

Portland (SE Relieving)

Project River Project Step

Heod Emphasis Sceqment Type Status Total  Priority

Points  Points Points - Points Points Points  Humber
700 00 77 10 3 850 25
700 90 76 10 3 879 26
700 90 16 13 3 87¢ .27
700 90 77 8 3 878 28
700 90 76 10 2 g78 29
700 90 76 10 z 878 g -’
700 - 90 76 10 2 878 31
700 90 77 8 3 8?8 32
700 90 77 8 3 878 33
700 90 76 10 pa 878 34
700 90 76 10 1 877 35
700 90 76 g 3 877 36
700 90 - 76 10 1 877 a7
700 90 76 10 1 877 38
700 50 74 10 2 876 -39
700 90 76 8 2 876 40
700 50 76 8 Z 876 41
700 50 73 10 2 875 12
700 90 72 10 2 874 43
700 80 71 10 3 874 44
700 90 - 71 10 2 873 45
700 90’~ 71 10 2 873 A6
700 90 69 10 3 872 47
700 90 71 8 3 872 48
700 90 68 10 2 870 49
700 99 69 8 3 870 50




- NEEDS PRIORITY RANKING

Project River Project Step

Heed - [mphasis Segment Type Status Total Priority
pplicant Points  Points Points Points  Points Points Humber
corvatlis ® 1
Jdatskanie o 2
irookings * 3
fatilta-MeMary * 4
alver * 5
letarts-Oceanside * 6
Jnjon | * 7
‘edwood S, D, * 8
‘ruitdate~-Harbeck * 9
tand 1000 1000 10
{edmond 1600 1000 11
‘aster Midway 1000 1000 12
ortland (Gertz-Schmeer) 1000 1000 13 -
feryebonne 1000 1050 14
ISR {Fanno-Phase 5) 800 90 77 8 3 078 15
iSA (M11Tow Cr. 3rd 800 90 77 | 8 3 978 16
Phase)
viddle 800 90 73 10 3 976 17
wseburg (Metro-Reg.) 800 90 73 10 3 976 18
Hnston-Green {Reg.) 800 a0 73 10 2 975 19
canyonviile 800 90 73 10 1 974 20
John Day 800 a0 68 10 2 970 21
it. Vernon 800 80 68 10 ] 959 22
lisboro-Irrigation 700 100 71 10 1 838 23 .
ong Creek 700 100 68 10 3 881 2

* Previously certified




Paze 7

. Estimated I STER | STEP 11 STEP 111 Cumulative Grent E:r::l
Prejoet L Eligivle Total Estimated Component Farget ] arget farget TOTAL Total fargc: Amount Dfllars
Nummar Priority Project Cost Cost Dollars fward  Grant Award  Grant Bward  Grant Grant Grant Keard  Dollars TOTAL
Cwild=mm  Nusber Panlicant Desearintion UDollars STEZ 1 STEP ] SYEP 111 Date Dollars iDote Dollars Pate Dallars Doliars Do?larsr Date FY77+ FYT7+
i 137 gay-to=Bay §.D. STP, INT 1,800 &h 198 1,548 i 1-75 183R 189 77,372 10-76 1,181 73,292
33 133 Falls City STP, INT 500 15 55 k30 09-75 n 03-76 &1 52 77,42k 10-76 2 53,029
433 133 Bonanza 577, INT - 600 18 6% 516 07-75 i3 01-76 50 63 77,437 10-76 337 22,007
ek 140 Adrian STP, INT = 180 5 20 155U 01-76 198 13- 77,506 - 11-76 M8 82,123
343 131 Frinevilld INT 635 19 70 54 10-75 65R 05-78 ko 476 77,982 ‘ -
{Laughlin-Mclrose} - o ‘

$i5 152 rescent §TP, INT 300 g 33 258 0B-75- 6 oh-76 25 31 y8,013 63-77 183 23,33%
47 143 Ukiah STP Imp. 800 26 28 688 U 02-76 843 84 73,037 01-77 . 516 23,832 .
743 144 Sumpter STP, INT " 200 6 22 172 01-76 4 473,101 10~76 15 83,877
L7e 123 Juatura 5TR, INT . 80 2 9 65  01-76 z 2 78,103 03-77 . cs 81,025
L7 145 Silverton STP Imp. 300 9 33 258 09-75 7 03-76 24 . 31 78,13k 11-76 193 81,223
I3 147 Hillsboro {Westside) STP Automation 3007 g 33 258  0B-75 6 12-75 25 05-75 154 225 78,359
530 143 Wilsonville (Seeckman)  INT 200 [ 22 172 02-75 4 01-76 17 0&=76 129 150 78,50% .
£ 1ag Sandy NT 250 7 27 216 08-75 5 10~75 21 0k-74 167 187 73,‘696
sil i30 Powars STP Imp. 150 4 16+ 130 07-75 3 03-76 12 07-76 87 iIZ 76,808 - R

3 153 Banden (Johasen) INT 250 7 27 216 bB-?s 5 02-76 21 26 78,834 16-76 162 81,350

H 152 Scotts Mills STP, INT 700 21 77 602  08-75 16 04-76 58 76 78,908 11-76 451 81,843

I 153 STP, INT 760 21 ‘77 602 08-75 16 02-76 58 75 78,982 02-77 51 82,202

Detroit



b

iy

Estimated ) STEP | STEP |1 STEF 111 Cumulative Grent rLLaJ:a

RPralect ! : El ic_.x'nblc Total Estimated Component Target - [Target ITargct TOTAL Total Target Amount Ecifa,—s

‘: :E— P-FEO"I"Y . as . Prmet::th. Cost U CosE Dallars - Aw?rd Grant lﬁwﬁ:’d Grant ) ﬁward Grant GranE Gr?r‘!t A\4ird Eo‘, ‘}..?rs LCT“:'

C-4i0ear  Numhpr Aspilcant Descrintion Dollar STEP 1 STEP !1  STEP 1iliDate Dollars Datc Dollars IDate Dollars Bollars Doilars Date FYT77+ Y77+

531 1y Dures £ity §TP, INT 600 18 66 516 07-75 13 0976 -50 61 72,737 0377 367 73,243

&7 115 Pacific ity 5.0. - §TP, INT 500 15 55 430 07-75 11 01-76 41 07-76 323 375 73,112 - ’

bal 116 Mzpieton ST2, INT ~ E00 18 66 516 [H 06-76 63R £3 73,175 12-76 387, 33.630

532 117 Highway 101 §.0. INT : zbr_: 6 22 72 10-75 4 05-76 17 21 73,196- 12-76 129 73,759

333 e Florence STP 1mp. 70 2 8 60" 08-75 1 02-76 6 7 73,203 10-76 L5 73vaeh

W3 18 Turnsr ST, INT " oo 24 88 688 u 10-75 B4R 05-76 516 650" 73,303

A% 120 Aurora . STP, INT 300 . 24 8% . 688 ©7-75 18 11-75 66 . 8% 73,887 10-75, 516 74,220

L3 IRy benald §TR, INT 400 12 b 3abh Y . 10-75 42R 42 73,829 16-75 ° 258 4,573

334 122 Nowberg [Northwest)  INT 170 5 18 147 * ¢ . 10-75 178 03-78 110 127 74,056

338 123 Camdy - . INT <200 6 - 22 172 i 10~75 21R 03-76 129 150 74,206 . .

480 24 Albany (Norsheast) INT 1,100 33 121 gt v 11-75 1158 ) . s 74,321 10-76 753 75,227

o 125 Tamgent INT 590 18 5 516 08-75 i3 01-76 59 © 63 74,38 T 10-76 387 75,474

333 128 Lzpine STP, INT 300 9 33 ;‘258 10~75 6 03-76 25 31 74,415 02-77 183 73,357

557 i27 Ki1l Cley STP, INT 1,000 30 1o B&0  10-75 22 05-76 83 ” 105 74,520 1276 BLs 75,512

432 128 Butte Falls : sTP, Int 500 15 . 55 30 . U 06-75 52%  05-76 323 375 74,835 )

LA 123 Twin Rccks $.0.(Barview} INT 200 6 22 172 . ¢ 16-75 21R  04-76 129 150 75,045

337 130 $.W.Lincoln Co.5.0. STP lmp., INT 2,200 66 242 1,82 -y \ 10-75 2318 09-76 1,419 1,650 76,695

£33 130 Rezds End 5.0, INT 300 9 33 258 08-75 7 1275 25 06-76 493 - - 225 76,9120

338 i32 $t. Helens STP Imp., INT 240 7 26 207 08-75 5 02-76 20 25 76,845 10-75 135 75,657

L2 133 Marrill ST? Imp. 100 -, 3 i 3 08-75 2 02-76 8 ] 12 76,955 03-77 B% 76,731
ey 134 Medoe Point C o sTP, T 280 8 30 242 10-75 - 06-76 23 293 76,585 01-77 181 75,512

5L1 135 Sisters . STP, INT 400 12 il 3k 03-75 9 . 02-76 33 k2 77,02% 02-77 _258 77,170

3% 136 Carmel~Foulweather $.D. STP, INT 1,500 - k5 165 1,290 07-75 33 02-76 . 124 h _ 157 77,183 16-76 267 73,137



) Estimated : STEP 1 STEP 11 STEP 111 Cumlative brant Gomnn
L. . E'Figlbec Total . Estimated Component TTar’get Targot Target TOTAL Total Target A.‘.ﬁct‘iﬂt Eolf.:rs
Priority Project Cost - Cost Doilars Award  Grant Award  Grant ward  frant Grant Grant Award  Dollars TOCTAL
Nusber Aoplicans Description Dollars STEP | STEP i STEP |11 Date ~  Dollars [PDate Doliars Date bellars Dollars  Dollars Date FY77+= YT+
523 9z Korth Albany S.D. INT 1,800 30 126 1,654 c 07-75 178 117 65,743° 16-76 1,232 43,227
322 93 Norih Plains : CINT 300 9 33 258 09-75 7 02-76 24 ‘ 31 66,780 i2-76 193 63,422
323 35 §t. Paul - $T2, INT . 450 13 Lo 388 il 08-75 47R  03-76 290 337 67,117 :
324 85 L.Cswego (Harvey Way) INT : 200 6 22 172U 08-75 21R 01-76 128 150 67,267,
523 55 L.Jswego (Terrace) INT 100 3 11 85 H 08-75 102 01-7% £5 75 67,342
433 57 L.0swego {Zvergreen) INT 300 9 33 258 u 08-75 T31R01-7% 154 225 57,567 -
L32 53 L.0Oswego {Lakeview) T 200 6 22 . 172 u 08-75 21R  01+76 -2y 150 67,717 o
535 53 Clackamos County §7P mp. 490 12 4 3 U 0475 42R k2 67,759 10-76 253 63,620
fhozedendron-Welsches ) .
372 100 Coburg $72, INT 1,000 30 110 860 08-75 22 02-76 83 03-76 645 750 68,309
533 101 - Cherieston-Barview §.0. INT 1,100 33 1 gk U D 0675 8258 825 69,33h ‘
%33 102 Giide-idteyld 579, INT 1,200 3% . 132 1,032 U 12-75 125k ) . 126 69,460 i2-76 77% 76, Esh
313 103 West Linn {L.Tualatin} INT 266 8 29 - 229 U 03-75 28R 0276 172 260 69,660
455 10% Shady Cove $TP, INT g 2% a8 658 U 12-75 ~ B4R 05-76 516 600. 70,260
438 103 Beriia-tel. Valley STP, INT 1,000 30 110+ 860  08-75 22 01-76 83 06-76 645 750 71,010
217 108 ECVEA {Vestside) INT 225 6 25 194 09-75 5 01-76 19 06-76 145 189 71,178
437 07 Waunz-YWestport $PT, INT 1,000 30 i10 850 07-75 22 02-76 83 08-76 645 750 71,829
415 3 Fule.Co. {Inverness #8) INT 560 15 ' 55 430 v U 03-76 375R 375 72,30k ‘ .
483 103 Greshom (Ruby Junetien) INT 1,500 ks 165 1,290 09-75 33 02-76 124 ' 157 72,481 10-76 967 T1,42%
353 1ie Columbia City INT Co200 3 T 22 i72 0875 L+ p2-76 16 ' 20 72,481 10-76 129 71,550
523 a1 Love ST Imp. Boo 24 88 638  08-75 18 02-76 66 : . 84 72,565 . 0I-77 516 72,065
529 112 8iggs Junction INT 209 T8 22 172 07-76 b b 72,569 . 11-75 1hs 72,2
533 . 133

LakesTde §TP, INT 1,000 30 10 80 07-75 2 01-76 83 105 72,674 10-76 645 72,855



Paze B
. . . Curmlativ
Estimated STEP | STEP 11 STEP 11 Cumulative Grant Grant
Eligible Total Estimated Component arget Torget Target TOTAL Total Target Amount Dollurs
Project Cost Cost Dollars Eward Grant fward  Grant Award  Grant Grant Grant ©haard Dellars TC"_-':’\L
{ N Acalicant Uesceription Dollars JEP | STEP 11 STEZP 111 IDate Doilars JPate Dollars Date Dollars Dellars Dollars Data FY77~ YT
5i 58 Jefferson | STP, INT 500 12 Ly 34k 07-75 9 04-76 - 33 - b2 63,158 03-77 258 64,123
s 7% Cannon Bcach _STP lmp. 300 9 33 258 07-75 7 02~76 25 12 63,190 10-76 193 64,370
373 71 Lineoln Cizy Phase | . 200 6 22 172 ¢ 09-75 IR Ob=76 129 153 63,340 ’
32 72 tottage Grove . - 5TP Imp. 1,000 ‘ 30 e . 860 U 02-76 1058 105 63,445 . 10-76 5435 65.021
a13 7 Creswell 577 Imp. 500 12 44 3k 08-75 9 02-76 33 Wy 63,487 10-75 258 55.273
514 74 Carridge §TF lea, 300 g 33 258 . 09-75 7 Ck-76 25 32 63,519 10-76 193 £5.472
33 75 Scio STP Imp. 150 & 15 130 -08-75 3 01-76 12 : . 15 63,534 11-76 | 97 65,565
a3 76 Brownsville STP Imp. 300 g 33 258 U 039-75 3R D3-76 194 225 63,759
335 77 Vencsa STP Exp. 400 12 i b U v © o l0=75 300 300 64,059
L41 78 Govi. Camp S.D. - STP Imp. 600 18 66 516 U U 07-75 -. - L5SOR k30 64,509 :
A 73 K. Fzlls Reg. (Co.) sTP 2,200 66 242 1,892 07-7% 5o 0 . 50 64,553 06-77 1,600 67,163
17 El Hermiston ©osT ' 300 g 33 258 U 09-75 31R O4=76 Igh 225 6l,78%
173 § . Chileguin TP Imp. 600 18 66 516 ¢ 06-75 63R 06-76 387 450 65,234 :
513 &2 Dnzaris STP Imp. 300 9 3 258 U 07-75 31k 06-76 19ha" 225 | 65,439
522 23 Hines o ¢, ' 30 1 3 26 U u 06=75 22R 22 65,481
381 24 Huatington Clz 30 1 3 26 Ko U @5-75 22R 22 65,503 -
i3 35 Baker TP Imp. 150 5 16 128 u- i1-75 168 06-76 g7 112 65,613
373 36 Josepn STP lmo. 600 18 66; 516 08-75 13 oh-76 50 - 63 65,678 12~76 387 67.555 '
3th a7 Enterprise . STP Imp. 550 1% 59 Ly 0B-75 12 12 65,890 06-77 392 67.558
i3 a3 Dufur 577 Irp. 75 o2 8 65 09-75 2 02-76 6 ‘ 8 65,638 10-76 4§ 67,536
W 89 Loke Oswego-Willamstte INT . §70 26 95 749 c U 06-75 652R 652 65,350 '
3y 22 Labish Viiiage Tt ' 127 4 1% " 109 c c 07-75 53R 85 65,445
329 e

)

North Bend STP Iep. 50 7. 27 216 v : 07-75 - 28R 12-75 W6 187 65,632



Estimated : STE? | STEP 1! STEP L1 Cumulative Grant \\_:L—Ja:r'.“
Eligible Total Estimated Component Target Target Torget TOTAL Total Torget Amount  Tellars
Priority Project Cost Cost Dollars Bword  Grant - Jward Grant fward  Srant Grant Grant Award  Dollars TOTRL
Numbar - Applicent . Deseriotion Dollars STEP ) STEP 11 STEP 11l ibote Dollars Date Doliars Date Dollars Poilers Dollars Date FY77+ Y77+

L33 HE Cave Junction STP imp. 300 9 33 258 09-75 7 03-76 25 G9-76 193 226 55,018 ’
L2h 47 Zoargman ' ) . S$TP Imp. 750 22 82 213 c U 09-75 5628 562 54,580
132 52 Jacksonviile 157 “~ 300 9 33 238 U 08-75 31k 05-76 19% 225 54,205
100 &9 Prairie City . . STP, INT 330 . 10 36 28 ¢ U 07-75 257R 247 55,082
LI 50 fartiznd (5% Relieving) INT 3,500 105 385 3,010 u u 10-75 2,6258 2,625 57,677
522 51 Portland (Cmatilla) INT 238 8 31 249 y y ‘ 10-75 23168 216 57,833
573 32 Lefirande~lsland City STP Imp., INT 900 27 99 . T U 09-75 9LR  06-76 581, 675 53,358 .
w72 .53 Elgin STP Smp. 85 3 9 73 09-75 2 04-76 7 9 58,577 10-76 sS4 61,778 .
g Ci Corvailis-Cresceat Viv., INT 1,100 33 121 oho *U - 08-75 Ti5R - 0376 7ie 825 59',1-!02
302 55 Hernond ’ INT LTals) 12 L 3hk {0-75 g . 0h=76 337 09-76 - .. 258 300 59,702
534 56 Port of Titlamook Boy INT 600 18 66 516 u 10-75 ¢ 63R 05-76 387 450 60,152
£33 57 Seaside STP Imp. 2,000 60 220 1,720 09-75° &5 0576 165 © 210 60,342 1-76 1,290 63,088
530 2 Wheeier . INT 400 12 b4 354 U L 03-75 3008 300 60,662 . '
ar7 3% Aumsville 5TP Imp. 25 1 3 21 ' " ‘ 10-76 19 63,087
2054 £d Yamally . STP lmp. 100 3 _l'l 36 08-75 . 2 .01‘76 8 0b~76 65 - 75 60,737
I3 61 Tillencok City STP Imp. 600 18 66 56 - U 08-75 63 06-76 337 450 61,187
530 52 bayton STP 1mp. 290 8 32 250 0775 6 12-75 2 08-76 187 217 61,hGh
535307 &3 Sheridan=Wiilamina ST Imp., INT 300 9 33 258 07-75 7 05-76 25 S 32 6Y,h38 05-77 193 63,286
521 6% Amivy . $TP Imp. 200 6 22 172 08-75 b 07-76 17 , 21 61,457 06=77 129 63,405
Liy 53, rolalla STP Exp. 3es . 9 33 253 08-75 7 12-75 25 07-76 193 225 41,682
=476 "85 Weadburn-Gervais ST? imp.,-INT 800 25 - 8B 638  07-75 18 Q4-76 &6 B4 61,768 03-77 516 53,523
45 67 tehanon $TP Imp. 1,500 4z 165 1,280 U . 09-75 I57R  06=76 968 1,125 42,891

73 63 Rockaway STP Imp. - 3c0 5 33 258 U " 07-75 3IR Dh-76 g4 225 63,116



Grant

Cu-clasis

Estimated 5TEP | STEP 1! STEP 111 Cumulative Gramt -
Projact . Eligible Total Estimated Component Fargct ] Target Target TOTAL Tote Target Am?fn: Eoliars
NuTmIar Prierity froject Cost . Cost Dollars Award  Grant Mward  Grang Award  Grant Grant Grany Award  Dotlars TOTAL
Cob™ S=me  Numbar Asolicans Deseription Doliars STEP ! STEP )|  STEP I{l Date . Dollars |Date Dollars iDate Dollars Dollars  Tollars Date FY77+ FY 77+
53 23 £illsboro-lrrigation 5T #1 100 3 1 86 U 08-75 - 10R" 12-75 65 75 28,512 '
ac3 24 Leng §reck STP 200 5 22 176 0 ¢ u 10-75 150 150 29,062
475-21 25 US4 {Rock Creck) TP "\ 25,199 ‘378 1,512 23,309 c 06-75  1,890R 06-75 16,393  B,000% 37,082 10-76 - 10,899+ bi £00
153 25 Porziand (Tryon) §TP - 5,500 165 605 . 4,730 € ) c 08-75 §,1258  L,125 41,137 S
432 27 Earrisburg 5TP 375 n 41 323 07-75 8 0176 31 06-76 242 281 41,463
L3592 i3 USA {Rock Creck) IHT 4,500 135 455 3,870 ¢ U T 12-75 3,375R 3,375 44,843
332 29 Mormeuth=Indesendence  STP - 800 24 88 688 U 10~75 84 08-76 516 600 435,543 ) .
434 30 tugene~Saringficld ' TP . 15,000 225 B46 13,929 U 01-76 803R 803 46,246 10-76 10,466 52,208
433 31 Cervallis Airport STP oF INT 500 15 55 430 H 03-75 "5ZR . 05-76 123 375 46,5621
a9 32 USA {Lower Tealatin) INT 600 18 66 516 H " p3-76 63 "08-76. .. 1387 450 1.7',971
32 33 UsA (Upper Tualatin) INT 2,650 is 160 2,545 u 0h-76 "+ 153 09-76 1,834 . 1,887 43,053
S5 3k Tri=City = County Reg. STP 7,500 1z Bz5 6,563 U 01-76 7038 703 b9,75! 10-76 4,922 57,168
Lrh-325 35 Kewserg~Dundee Reg. STP 1,200 36 132 1,032 07-75 27 02-76 99 126 49,887 -10-76 775 57,852
441 34 Clackomas Co.5.D. #1 INT 630 18 69 543 u ] 65R  07=75 507e° 472 | 50,359 . '
Lns 37 Junction City - STP Imp, 350 10 38 302 07-73 . 7 1276 29 36 50,335 oh=77 226 58,163
37 33 Eygene Ajrport 5T? |=p. 200 [ 22 172 0i-74 L 07-76 17 21 50,416 01-77 129 58,22
374 k] Faupin $TP lImp. 235 7 25 203 U 10-75 2UR 06-76 152 176 50,502
374 T 42 Eugene (fastside) INT 4,500 - 138 k95 3,870 U 01-76 472R 472 51,66k 01-77 2,802 61,195
L52 Q} Corvallis Mobile Park INT 700 21 77 602 06=77 525 61,724
434 42 . &lendale STP Iap. 800 24 88 688 v 09-75 B4R 03-78 516 600 51,664 '
L33 53 Sutherlin STP limp. 2,290 23 252 2,015 Y 08-75 2068 03-76 1,511 1,717 53,381
423 s fagle Point "STA lmp. 175 5 18 151 H 01-76 . 18R 07-76 113 131 53,512
313 k3 Sold Hill STP lmp. 375 1 41 323 09-75 - 8 03-76 31 09-76 o 2h2 T 281 53,793

*Phase |

**Phase 11



LTRexy

NOTE

e lmbursenent . DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY - VATER QUALITY CONTROL "——_?IITEoila:dAmo?nts
) sf-frgp  and/or 5787 Ii May, 1973 Dgllai:sa” 20
H ;H;;;Z:Y PROJECT LIST = CONSTRUCTIGN GRANTS
Cumulati
Estimoted STEP I STER 11 5TER 11 unulative Grant Grant
Eligidle Total Estimated Component farget Torget Targat TOTAL Total Target A-ount Tollars
Project Cost Cost Dollars Aword  Grant Bward  Grant fward  Grent Grant Grant Award  Dollars -T37hAL
umhe Anzlicant Description Ddollars STEP | STEP 1§ STEP 11i {Date Doilars Ppote ©  Dollars Dote Doilars _Dollars _ Dollars Date FY77+ FY77+
385 1 Corvallis 5TP lmp. 12,000 10,320 c A 07-75 7,7% 7,750 7,740 '
322 F3 Clatskanie STP Imp. ™~ 1,100 108 946 c 06-75 8t 08-75 709 .7%0 8,530‘
R} 3 dreckings - ©NT 208 . 6 23 . 79 . ¢ c 07-75 1568 156 8,635
Lo L Umat]1la-MeNary 1Ny 198 6 22 170 [+ [ 01=75 148R 143 §,234
333 3 Culver STP, INT 231 7 25 199 ¢ [ 04-75 173R 173 9,007
a2 [ Ketarts-Dceanside STP, INT 1,500 23 165 1,220 ¢ 07~75 1STR  C3~76 967 . 1,125 19,132
233 7 Union STP, INT koo 15 5h 2 ¢ 06-75 5IR 0975 316 367 10,499
s 8 Redwood §.0. STP, INT 900 27 99 s ¢ U ' 08-75 675R 675 11,174
L 3 Fruftdale-Harbeck INT &3 3 10 75 ¢ ¢ ob=75 66R 66 11,240
85 10 Bend . Sysiem 28,201 51 1,551 26,598 U 02-76 ) 1,201R 1,200 12,04 F1=76 19,845 18,545
L7 11 Redrond System 14,129 210 320 13,099 U 10-75 772R 0976 9,824 ) 10.‘595 23,037
L33 12 Foster-Midway System 2,800 42 270 2,488 12-75 3i 07-76 202 233 23,270 03-77 1,886 21,815
25 13 Portland (Gertz-Sehmeer) System 2,600 39 286 2,275 C [ 03-75 [,95%; 1,850 25,220
245 1k © Terrebonne ' System Elsh) 27 K] 774 : 12-76+ §75  22,L50
1302 15 YSA (Fenno - Phase 5) iNT 186 [ 20 160 u U 07-75 139% 139 25,35% '
L5 H UsA {(Wiliew Crk = Phse,3) 1o 130 & 21 163 u U 08-75 T42R 152 25,501
349 7 Riddle 5TP 525 16 58 L5y C u 08-75 383R 70 393 25,394
137 18 Roschurg Metro. (Rkg.) 5T7 10,600 NE 1,166 9,116 U, 01-76 1,113 1,113 27,007 e7-77 6,837 25,327
£13 8. Winstca-Green {Reg.) TP 1,800 36 198 1,556 ] 08-75 1758 03-76 . 1,174 1,349 28,356 ‘
o3 20 tanyonville 57P Ima. 850 25 92 723 08-75 19 £6-76 69 §3  28,L44 12-76 532 22,5%%
433 P Jean Day 77, INT 4,600 58 176 "i,376 16-75 36 0676 132 . 168 26,612 C7-77 1,032 30,%0:
L33 22 Kz. Vernon STP, INT 300 9 33 258  07-75 01-76 25 06-76 93 . 225 28,837

7



DEPARTMENT OF LNVIRONHMENTAL QUALITY

PRIORTTY LIST

Fiscal Year 19?6

The list attached is a ranking of projects in numerical
sequence in accordance with the point system developed by
the Department and approved by the Environmental Quality
Commigsion.

) The funding allocation to Oregon by the Envirommental
Protection Agency is $77,582,900. ‘Increasing this figure
by the amount of uncbligated 75 FY funds and decreasing
it by FY 75 proiect cost overruns and reserve requirements
results in a funding availability for obligation under
the proposed project listing of approximately $77,000,000.
This permits the inclusion of projects 1 through 129
within the current funding limitations.

Since the Environméntal Quality Commission has the
authority to modify the list and the criteria and EPA
approval and public acceptance are requisites for use, a
specific cut-off project has not been determined at this
time. This will be done following the acceptance and
approval of the list, and the affected municipalities
will be notified.




Huaber

4B

49

60
61
G2
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71

12

Hood River
Uisatilla River
ﬁlam@th River
Sprague River
Lost River
.williamsoniRivgr
Snake River
silvies River

Salmon River

" Alsea River

Lower Unpqua River -
Lewis.and Clark River
“Klaskanine River

¥hite River

Warm Springs River
Crooked River .

Metolivs River

Spring River

Fall River

Little Deschutes RiVer.
North Fork John Day River
South Fork John Day River
Walla Walla River

Powder River

Wallowa River

B -4




T Numbor : Neamme of Seqment

23 Netarts Bay

24 Siuslaw River

25 Chelco River and Chetco Cove

26 Cogquille River

27 South Coguille River

28 Faquina River
:29 South Yawmhill River

30 Midll Creek

31 ) North Yamhill River

32 Yﬁﬁhill Rivex

33 ‘ ,' - Pudding River

34 . Holalla Riveru

35 . South Santiam River

36 . . Bantiam and North Santiam River
- 37 _ ~ Pacific Ocean

38 _ Coas£ Fork Willamette River

39 Middle Fork Willamette River

40 N Clackamag River

41 - - McKenzie River

42 _ Rickreall Creek

43 7 - ITuckiamute River

44 | Marys River

45 Calapooia River

46 . o Leng Tom ﬁiver

47 . . : Columbia Slough




Number

12

13

14

16

17

18
19
20
21

22

(*)

Attachment IT

STREAM SEGHENT RANKING
from "Annual State Water Strateqy -~ FY 75%

(*)

MName of Scomentb

Pualatin River
Willamette River
Coos Bay
DESChut&S#R5Ver
South Dmpgua Rivgr
Umpgua and Horth Umpqﬁa Riyer
Rogue River

Bear Creek
Colunbia River
John'?ay River
.Grande Ronde River
Sandy Rivern
'Skipanon River
Necanicum River
Reacoxie Creek
Yehalen River
Nehalem Bay
Wilson River
Trashk Rivér
Pillawmoo) River
:Tillamook Bay

Nestuceca River

Hamed segment includes tributaries theyxeto unless such tributaries
are otheorwise listed.
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Point Point
Assignment Lategories
Step Status
1 Steb I - Facilities plan preparation.
2 Step 11 ~ Preparation of plans and specifications.

3 Step 111 - Project construction.

>




o Table

Point

A

Assignment

1000

800

700

600

400

160
90
80

50
77

10

Totat#

maximum

Project Priority Ranking Criteria for FY 76

Point
Categories -

Project Need

Project necessary to comply with mandatory annexation order
under ORS 222 or Wasle Disposal Well Schedule under OAR
Chapter 340, Section 44-005 et seq. (Includes sewage col-
lection system, where appropriate).

(*Points for reguiatory emphasis, stream segment ranking,
project type, and step status included in total.)

Project necessary to achieve compliance with in-stream Water
Qualtty Standards contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4
Subdivision 1 or eliminate a contribution ¢ standards
violation. '

Project necessary to comply with minimum waste freatment
standards or effluent standards established by the Department
of Environmental Quality or the Environmental Protection
Agency.

Project needed to minimize or eliminate documented "non
point source” contamination of groundwater or surface waters
vrelating to subsurface sewage disposal system malfunction in
known urban or urbanrizing areas.

Project desirable for prevention of potential water pollution
problems. '

Regulatory Emphasis

Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regulation.
NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit.

Letter directive, preliminary planning approval or project
authorization from the Department of Environmental Quality.

Other written statement of project desirability by DEQ or
the Commission.

Stream Segment Ranking

Streams vanked in inverse order to that shown in “"Annual
State Water Strategy - FY 75".

Project Type

Sewage treatment plant projects including cost-effective
sewer rehabilitation.

Interceptor sewers, major punping stations and pressure
nains., ‘
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may either reserve the funds for an additional threce months or may
allocate same to the next project on the list awaiting funds. The
Department shall notify the applicant of its intent to take such
action.

Contingency Reserve

A minimun of 15% of each fiscal year's allocation of grant
funds shall be set aside as a contingency reserve for grant
increases and cost adjustments. A portion of the contingency
resevve may be allocated to initiate new projects three months
prior to the end of the fiscal year if it appears that the total
reserve will not need to be maintained. B

VI Elgibility for Funding

A

HLS:ak

Except as noted in B below, facilities eligible for grant assis-
tance shall be Timited to sewage treatment works, interceptor
sewers, majoy pumping stations and pressure mains, and such public
sewer system rehabilitation as can be shown Lo have an obvious-cost
effective benefit related directly to size, effective life ovr
performance of the sewage treatment plant. -

For FY 76, collection systems shall be eligible for grant assis-
tance where such systems are requived to comply with a mandatory
annexaltion order jssued pursuant to ORS 222 or DEQ regulations
requiring elimination of Waste Disposal Wells (OAR Chapter 340
Section 44-005 et seq). This elgibility of collection systems will

not be extended beyond June 30, 1976 unless the Environmental

Quality Commission finds that sufficient federal funds are avail-

~able to permit extension without jeopardizing the construction

program for essential treatment works and interceptor sewers.

April 18, 1975
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B Additions or Elevaticn in Ranking.

Projects may be added to the Tist or elevated in ranking
at the discretion of the Director subject to the following
procedure:

1. Points shall be assigned in accordance with Table A
and the point total will determine the ranking of
the project with respect to projects alveady on the
1ist.

2. Sponsors of those projects which have fewer total points
than the new or re-ranked project shall be notified of
the proposed 1ist modifications and a public hearing
shall be scheduled with appropriate notice given for the
purpose of receiving testimony on the 1ist modifications.

3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the
Commission may adopt the modified 1list as under Section
I1I. '

C - Deletion or Reduction in Ranking

Projects may be deleted from the 1list or reduced in ranking

by the Director without public hearing either in the event of a
project's receiving full funding, or by reassessment of point
totals or basic project desirability. Sponsors of projects thus
deleted or reduced in ranking shall be notified of the revised
status of the project and may request a hearing before the

- Commission regarding the revised status. Such a hearing request
must be made to the Director within 20 days following receipt of
the notification of revised status and the Director shall schedule
a hearing before the Commission within 60 days.

D Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lists

1. A1l projects which have veceived a Step 11 or Step 111
grant in a given fiscal year and are not completed witl
automatically be placed at the top of the priority 1ist
for the next fiscal year in the same relative ranking
as they appeared in the prior year in order to assure
continuity and funding. :

2. AV1 projects which have not yet received any grant or
have received only a Step I grant will be subject to
reprioritization along with all new projects for the
next year's Tist.

E Project Scheduling
Funds shall be reserved for each project for those phases
that are scheduled for initiating within three months of the end
of the fiscal year. Phases which will not be initiated within

that time frame will be schedulted for funding from subsequent
year funds. In the event of schedule sYippage, the Department

¥ -
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IV

Criteria for Priority Ranklnq
of
Sevierage Works Construction Needs for FY 76

Purpose

The criteria and rules Tor application set forth herein shall be
used to govern the priority ranking of identified sewerage works con-
struction needs for construction grant funding pursuant to applicable -
state and federal iaw and regulations from July 1, 1975 through June 30,
1976, The criteria and vules for application shall be reevaluated
prior to June 30, 1976 to assess the necessity for changes based on
avatlability of funds relative to needs.

Definition _ 7
Applicable definitions from ORS Chapters 468 and 454 shall apply. -
Development and Adoption of Project Priority List

At Teast annually, and prior to the beginning of the fiscal year
related to the available grant funds, the Department shall prepare a
proposed project priority Tist pursuant to the criteria and rules for
application set forth herein. As required by federal rules and after
appropriate notice, a hearing shall be held on the proposed list.
Following evaluation of testimony received and moditication as neges-

sary, the Commission shall adopt a project priority list which shall

be the official Sewage Werks- Construction Grant Priority list of the
state of Oregon. The adopted list may be revised al any time Tollowing
appropriate notice and hearing. .

PPEOF]LY Criteria
Identified needs shd11 be ranked using a numerical point system.

Table A contains the schedule for points asSignment within each
of the five categories of:

a) Project Need

b)  Regulatory Emphasis

¢)  Stream segment ranking
-d)  Project Type

e) Step Status

Except for projects receiving 1000 total points under the Project
Need category, each need or project will be assigned appropriate
points in each of five categories. The points for each project will
then be added and sum therefrom will be the point total used for
developing the project priority list. The project with the highest
point total will be the highest priority project.

RuTes for Application of Criteria

A Assignment of Points .
Points shall be assigned for cach project based on best
available data at the time of ranking for adoption of a
Tist.  In the event additional information justifies a

Change in point assignment, change in ranking shall be
accomplished in accordance with B or € below.




Collection systems are proposed for funding vhere Mandatory Annex-
ation Order or Drill Hele Etimination Regulations necessitate a project.
It should ke emphasized that such funding is anticivated to be apnlic-
able in TY 76 only, in view of the facl that sufficient funds will he
available to accommodate the construction of necessary projects during
that fiscal year. The situation will undoubtedly be different in Y
77, and it 1s foresecen that the Commission vill wish to review this
particular conceplt in detail next year hefore extending such eligi-
bility. '

RECOMMENDAT 10K

1t is recommended that the proposed prierity ranking syster be
~adopted by the Commission so that a priority Tist for £77.5 million of
FY 76 construction grant money can be developed and presented at a heay-
ing for adoption as requived by federal vules.

A Hlee

KESSLER R. CANHOR

HLS :rgn

4-18-75




their relative standing, assioning rrojects on the
highest stream a score of 77 no1nis and those on the lTowest
1 point.

4. Project Type

This general classification is ossentwa1ly tnchanged
from previous years. Projects receiving 10 points in-
clude sevage treatment plants, plant outfalls, and such
public sewer system vehabilitation as can be shown to have
an obvious economic benefit by extending the effective 11fc
and performance of the sewage ireaiment plant.

Intercopior severs, major numping stations and pros-
sure mains would be assigned 8 no1an, in keeping with the
emphasis on sewage treatment plant conctrtcb1ow

Projects which incorperate Loth treatment vorks and
interceptors would recetive 10 points.

5. §§ggiﬁia§g§

The federal regulations make definite distinctions
among the various phases of a project, de]ﬁweatnng between
the Facilities Plan (Step 1), the preparation of plans and
specifications (Step 1I), and construction (Step II11). The
funds are most urgently nceded at this time for the orderly
progressien of projects through construction., The con-
struction phase, being the most costly, is the most
eritical from the standpoint of cash flow, and cannot be
deferred once under viay. The importance of this step
is underscored by assigning 3 points to construction as
an 1n%ewnroup separator. This will ensure that the project
nearing construction would be funded hefore initiating
planning of an otherwise equ1va1ont project. Step T and
Step 1T projects uou)d receive 1 and 2 points, resnecL1v0}

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

It is the intent of the grant project prioritization system to pro-
vide a method for ova1uaa1ng mrojects for federal funding such that all
reasonable criteria of need are quantified. Uhen devc1op:nn a priority
list of identified neecs, it is impossible to assess the full impact
of the alternatives and bring these factors into the evaluation and
priority assignment. There could be some projects wnnch will not pro-
gress beyond the Facilities Plan stage because the "no-build” option
is the best economic and envivonme nga11y rtspon31b1e alternative. Thus,
a pPOJect could have priority for a Step I plan and cease to be a priority
need as a result of the plan. However, once a Step IT grant is received,
and design of faciltities is commenced, the project must maintain pricrily
through the constructicn phase

Thus, 1t is pronosed that all projects receiving a Step I grant
one year and not reaching the Step III phase the same year be placed
at the top of the priority Tist for the noxt vear in the same relative
rank as the previous ycar,

o

" N
'|




ts not an immediate concern, but where experience

and technical information project an apparent future
problem. This would velate to growing, tmsewered
comnunities in such areas as lakesides, Flood plains,
or rocky terrain.

Regulatory Emphasis

A second Tevel classification for separating nr07ects
within a priority system involves the level of interest of
the regulatory agencies involved. This allows a velative
ranking of projects within a specific need category, anc
emphasizes those projects whose vrapid progress is most
urgently needed, These are shown below along with point
designations for the sub- group1nJ

&. Environmental Quality Commission
- Order or Regulation: 107 points

b.  DEQ issued Permit: 9D points

c. Letter directive, pre11m1nary planning approval or
project authorization: 80 points

d.  Other positive written response hy the Department
or Comuission related to the desirability of ‘the
project: 50 points.

Stream Segment Ranking .

As a result of the passage of PL 02-500, the federal

“government through EPA reauires the state to submit an Annual

Strategy for Hater Qua11ty Control activities and emphasis
dur1nq the following fiscal year. A part of this strateqy
is a ranking of the stream scgments based on:

a. Severity of pollution

b. Population affected

¢ Meed for preservation of high quality waters

d. HMational priorities.

Inasmuch as these are exactly the concerns outlined in the
federal regultations for project priority assignments, the
Stream Segment Ranking may be directly utilized in these
cr1ter1a.

In 1973, DEQ identified and ranked 77 “stream seoments"”
with highest point being number 1 and Towest point being
number 77. The ranking reflected the hest collective
judgment of the Department of relative need Tor requlatory
attention. The same ranking was used in 1974 and is

“proposed for use again this year. The vanking is at-

tached as Attachment I¥. The pdint assignments for
grant priority purposes will be in inverse order to




b.

documentation, the sewaoe collection systems be
included in the grant eligible project costs.

The next highest cateqory of necd involves
those rivers and streams vhose walter auality is
protected by Vater Quatity standards. Facilities
necessary to achieve compliance with water quality
standards or eliminate a contribution fo standards
viotation would be reason for anplying 200 rpoints
to the project proposed., For example, water
quatity standards are oresently exceeded in the
South Umpaua, the Puddine, the John Day and the
Tualatin Rivers during the dry weather, Tow-flow
periods.  This is attributable in part to Ihe
discharge of domestic waste waters and will be improved
by providing a higher quality of effluent.

The third "Meed" category, worth 700 points,
reiates to facilities vequired to comply with an
efftuent or minimun treatment requivement spelled
out by regulation, permit, order or other specific
directive. Such minimum standards are usually
designed to protect hich cuality waters or pre-
vent degradation of existing quality.

The fourth category of need, worth €00
points, is of considerable significance mare be-
cause of its widespread occurrence than from its
measurable instream pollution impact. This is the
“"Hon-Point Source" discharge affecting ground
and surface water. In many Cregon communities,
the surface discharge from Tailing drainfield
systems has definite health and water pollution
ramifications. The occurrence of enteric oraan-
isms in ditches and drainage ways has the effect
of threatening the health of entire communities,
as well as impacting in stream water quality. High
groundwater, constant subsurface disposal system
leaching and uncovered drainage ditches in urbanizing
areas combine to provide the potential for serious
illness in a community 1T the problems remain icnored.
The potential s particularly acute when shallow pri-
vate water wells are utilized. These are often con-
structed without proper casing and well seals, and
provide a passade for contaminated water to reach
the shallow ground water aquifers. Thus, irrepar-
able harm and vater pollution can occur from this
comrion problem. It has been difficult in the past
to.document the health hazard aspect of these prob-
Tems to the satisfaction of EPA. By redefining the
category to include documentable effect on surface
or underground waters,; it is hoped EPA's concerns
can be satisfied,

A 400 point category has been destunated to deal
with those instances where water pollution ahatenent




The categories within this classification are ranked to
reflect national and state water potlution and water
quatity related publiic health.priorities.

(a) Sewerage Tacilities required by the tandatory
Annexation legislation (0OPS 222.) and the Drill
Hole Elimination Regulations (OAR Chapter 340
Section A4-00L et seq.) occupy.the highest place
in the leeds category and are numerically assig-
ned 1000 points. The need for sewerage facilities
in each case is supported by specifically-identificd
probiems for which strong regulatory actions have
been taken by DEQ or the State Health Division pur-
suant to law. '

The mandatory anmexation law provides Tor a
public health survey of problem areas, a corti-
fication of existence of a health hazard emergency,
a forced annexation of the problem area to the
adjacent city, and an order to the city to construct
a sewage collection and intercention facility to
eliminate the public health hazard.

In 1969, the EQC found the practice of dis-
posal of sewage into rock crevices through "drill
holes", which is used in Central Qrecon, to ke a
serious ground water pollution threat and adonted
regulations requiring an orderly phase out of all
drill holes by 1980. The Federal Mater Pollution
Control Administration (new EPR) supported the
action of the Commission. Total sewerade systems
must be constructed in several communities to
achieve compliance with the requlations.

The Federal Act (PL 922-5n0) providing sewerage
vorks grant authority to EPA allows the use of
grant funds not only for "treatment works" as
usually connoted, but also for sewvage collection
systems, stormvater collection and treatment systems,
and other related collection and treatment facilities.
To date, actual use of funds has been limited by DEG
{with EPA concurrence and approval) to scwage treat-
ment plants, major interceptors and numping stations,
and ptant outfall sewers. This was intended to make
the best divect pollution abatement use of the Timited
grant funds which were available. This approach is
still the best efficient overall use of the funds.
However, it is highly desirable to be able to extend
eligibility to sewage collection systems where such are
required by Mandatory Annexation proceedings and re-
gulations for elimination of drill hole sewage dis-
posal in urban areas. Since such projects arve of
substantial water quality control and coritical
public health concern, and usually are hampered
in implementation by inordinately high project
costs, it is proposed that, in this category only,
where it s specifically supported by appropriate
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To:

From:

ENVIRGNMENTAL OUALITY COMMISS

FESR

o

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET @ PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 © Telephone (503) 229-5696

Envivonmental Quatity Commission

Director

Subject: Agenda Item Ho. E, April 25, 1075, EQC Meeting

Proposed Criteria for Prioritizing Snxaq@ Horks Construc-

tion Heeds for Construction Grant PLPPOSOC“T5F“Tf47T4f

Background

Public Law 92-500 authorizes 75% federal arants for con-
struction of eligible sewerage facilities. This law and the
implementing rules adopted by EPA require the state to adopt
a criteria for prioritizing needs for arant funding considera-
tion. This state priovrity criteria must then he avproved by
EPA.  Following adoption and approval of the nriority criteria,
the state must annually develop a prioritized project 1ist and
adopt it following a public hearing.

DEQ has been operating under priority criteria approved
by the ENC in 1973, Since that time, Federal rules, reauire-
ments and interpretations have been constantly chanoina, Ve
have now reached a point where the nriority criteria mush he
modified in order to get grant projects moving.

Federal regulations (CFR 40., Section 35.915) establish
the areas of national concern which must be addressed in the

‘priority critera, including "...the severity of pollution pro-

blems, the poputation affected, the need for preservation of
high quality waters and national priorities as well as total
funds available, project and treatment works sequence and
additional factors established by the State...."

Attachment I contains the Department's proposed new
priority criteria. Explanation and discussion of the com-

ponents is as foilows:

Discussion of Priority Criteria

R
('(nﬂ.:ins

Feeycled
Matorral

1. Project Heed

This classification identifies the various water
pellution related conditions or situations for which a
‘sevierage construction project is anticinated to be the
best economic and envivonmentally appropriate solution.




Project ‘ River Project Step

Fe

- Need Fmphasis Segment Type Status Total  Priority
fibplicant Points  Points Points Points Points Points _ Humber
HiTT City | .. 600 80 42 10 1 733 127
butte Falls GGO 50 71 10 2 733 128
Twin Rocks S.0. (Darview) 600 80 N1 8 - 3 732 529
Sl anco%n Co. S.D. 606 80 41 8 2 : 731 130
Roads End S.D. 600 80 41 g 2 731 131
St. Helens , 600 50 62 . 8 2 725 132
terrill (E. Mérv111) 600 90 26 0 o 727 133
Hodec Point 600 80 8 10 1 719 134
Sisters . 600 80 15 10 2 707 135
Carmel-Foulweather S.D. 660 50 41 10 2 - 703 136
Bay-to-Bay S,D. 600. 50 41 8 2 701 137
Fa1is City 600 50 35 10 1 696 138
Bonaliza 600 50 2 10 1 687 139 ‘
Adrian | 600 50 24 10 1 685 140
Prineville (Laughlin- 600 50 . 15 8 2 675 141

Melirose)

CrescentA 600 50 A 11 10 1 672 142
Ukial 600 50 10 10 2 672 143
Sumpter - . 600 50 7 10 1 668 144
duntura 600 50 7 w0 o 1 663 145
Silverton | 400 09 45 10 1 546 146
HilTshoro(ReD-Hestside) | 400 50 77 10 1 538 147
Wilsonville (Boeckman) 400 50 76 8 2 536 148
Sandy - | 400 50 66 8 3 627 149
Powers ' | 400 50 . 51 10 ] _ 612 150
pandon {Johnson) 400 50 52 8 1 511 151
Scotts Mill 400 50 . 4510 1 506 152

Detroit 400 50 42 w0 503 153




Project

Heed Emphasis

Applicant Points Points
éﬁar1eston~8arview 5.0, 600 80
(1ide-Tdelyld 600 80
Mest Linn {Lower 600 80
Tualatin)

Shady Cove 600 80
Herlin-Cot. Va]}ey 600 80
BCYSA-{Central Point) 600 80
(Hestside)
Hauna~Hestport 600 80
dultnomah County 600 80
{Inverness #8)

Gresham (Ruby Junction) 600 80
Columbia City 600 80
Cove 600 80
Biggs Junction 600 80
Lakeside 600 - 80
Dunes City 600 80
Pacific City S.D. 600 80
Mapleton 600 890
Highway 107 S.D. 600 80
Florence 600 80
Turner _600 80
Aurora 600 80 .
Donald 600 50
Hewberg (NY) 600 50
Canby 600 50
Atbany (NE) 600 50
Tangent - 600 56
Lapine 600 50

Points

River Project Step
Segment Type Status
Points . Points

75 8 3
72 10 3
76 8 1

71 10 2

71 10 2
71 8 2
69 10 1
69 8 3
69 8 1
69 8 1
67 10 1
69 8 1
63 10 1
63 10 1
56 10 1
54 10 2
57 8 1
54 10 1
48 10 2
45 10 2
76 10 1
76 8 3
76 8 1
76 8 1
70 8 1
74 10 1

Total  Priority
Points  Humber -
766 107
765 102
765 103
763 104
763 105
761 106
760 107
760 108
758 109
758 110
758 117
758 112
754 13
756 114
747 115
746 116
746 117
745 118
740 119
737 120
737 121
737 122
735 123
735 124
735 125
735 126
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Owyhee River

L Gilver River

bonner and Blitzen River

Chewaucan River

thowas Creek

-
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To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. E, June 27, 1975 EQC Meeting

Water Quality Program Strategy for Fiscal Year 1976. Staff

Report and Public Comment.

Background

Section 106 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act calls for
submission of an Annual State Water Strategy statement to the Environmental
Protection Agency as a part of the grant application for federal assistance
to support the water pollution control program of the Department.

The first such strategy statement was completed two years ago for FY
1974, presented to the Commission in public meeting as a part of federal
public participation requirements and submitted to EPA.

The second Annual State Water Strategy for FY 1975 was essentially
an update and minor revision of the FY 1974 strategy and was presented to
the Commission at its June 21, 1974 meeting.

This, the third Annual State Water Strateqgy for FY 76 is essentially
a continuation of the prior strategies with a slight revision in priorities.

Strategy Contents

The strategy document contains a statement of general program strategy,
a description of major program modules or functions and available resources,
projected accomplishments for the next year and additional descriptive
information.

The general program strategy 1lists the three most visible priorities
as follows:

1.  Construction of Sewage Treatment Facilities

The release in FY 76 of construction grant monies im-
pounded in FY 73, 74 and 75 gives Oregon $77.5 mitlion for
75% grants for sewage works construction. The single most
important task during FY 76 will be to get these funds com-
mitted and in use to meet priority sewage works construction
needs.
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2. Permit Issuance and Compliance Assurance

The Department expects to essentially complete the first
round of NPDES Permit issuance by July 1, 1975. Thus, during
FY 76, permit program efforts will concentrate on a) prompt
processing and issuance of new and renewal permits, b) prompt
processing of requests for modification of permits, and c¢) in-
spection of sources and related followup to assure compliance.

3. Planning

Planning efforts will be focused in two areas during
FY 76 as follows:

a} Basin Plans:

The goal of the Department is to complete plan drafts,
hold public hearings in each basin and submit final pro-
posals to the Environmental Quality Commission for
adoption during FY 76.

b) 208 Planning Coordination:

The Department expects to have the Portland, Salem,
Eugene and Medford metropolitan area C0G's designated
and funded with federal funds to do area-wide waste
treatment management planning pursuant to Section 208
of PL 92-500. The Department will work closely with
these agencies to coordinate efforts.

It shouild be noted that the strategy document available for review
prior to this meeting contains the proposed Sewage Works Construction
Grant Priority List for FY 76. Final consideration and adoption of the
priority list is on the agenda for this meeting as a separate item. The
final approved 1ist will be incorporated into the final approved strategy
document.

Director's Recommendation

Following receipt and consideration of public comments, it is
recommended that the Commission approve the FY 1976 Annual State Water
Strategy with such changes as may be necessary.

74,
A

e ¥

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

HLS:ak
June 12, 1975

Attachments




June 12, 1975

PUBLIC NOTICE

Section 106 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act calls for
submission of an annual State Water Strategy to the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency by June 15 as part of the grant application for Federal
assistance to support the water pollution control program of the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality.

This State Water Strategy statement concentrates on the priorities
and activities of the forthcoming fiscal year: FY 1976. It includes an
assessment of program priorities; a listing of principal municipal and
industrial dischargers; a listing of the priorities for construction
grants; the expected resources - both federal and non-federal - to be
expended; and the anticipated outputs to be achieved. '

The proposed strategy has been forwarded to the Environmental
Protection Agency for review and comment.

The purpose of this notice is to invite public comments on the
proposed strategy. Written comments are requested prior to June 27,
1975. Such comments should be addressed to:

Kessler R, Cannon, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
1234 5. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

Comments may also be presented to the Environmental Quality
Commission at its meeting to be held in Portland, Oregon on June 27,
1975, beginning at 9 AM in the Public Service Building, 2nd Floor
Auditorium, 920 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon.




PROPOSED

ANNUAL STATE WATER STRATEGY
FOR

FY 76

STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY



INTRODUCTION

Section 106 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act calls for
submission of an annual State Water Strategy to the Envirommental Pro-
tection Agency by June 15 as part of the grant application for federal
assistance to support the water pollution contrel program of the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality.

This State Water Strategy statement concentrates on the priorities
and activities of the forthcoming fiscal year: Fy 1976. It includes an
assessment of program priorities; a listing of principal municipal and
industrial dischargers; a listing of the priorities for construction
grants; the expected resources - both federal and non-~federal - to be
expended; and the anticipated outputs to be achieved.

Persons using this strategy statement are reminded that, while based
on law, it is not the law, nor is it a regulation mandated by the law.
It is a management tool that the Director of DEQ uses to establish annual
program objectives and accomplishments, and allocate resources. It will
further serve as a means of promoting awareness and encouraging public
participation.

Comments on the Strategy are welcome. They should be addressed to:

Mr. Kessler R. Cannon

Director

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 8. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

June 2, 1975




GENERAIL ASSESSMENT OF WATER QUALITY PROBLEMS AND CAUSES

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 call for
the achlevement of a general level of water quality, everywhere in the
Nation, that will support fishing and swimming by 1983. In terms of
existing water quality, Oregon has in most waters already achieved this
goal - a decade or more ahead of the national target.

Point-source discharges in the State are reasconably controlled, with
the treatment of such wastes being equal to or higher than EPA require-
ments in practically all areas., There still remains, however, substantial
and widespread factors that significantly affect water guality. These
include:

1. Point sources - improved controls are needed in many areas to
correct localized problems, prevent deterioration of water
guality, or achieve overall improvement in existing guality.

2. Non-point sources -. the extent of pollution from diffuse
sources, such as silviculture, agriculture, construction,
mining and hydrologic modifications need to be defined.

3. Flow augmentation and regulation - the flows of many State
streams are either severely depleted or completely dried up
annually through over-appropriations, diversions, or
impoundments.

Essentially all the remaining serious water quality problems in
Oregon are associated with the inadequate streamflows. Such prcblems are
not susceptible to being solved by. more stringent treatment require-
ments, but require flow augmentation and management to serve a broad
array of beneficial uses.

The Department has just completed preparation of a report on Water
Quality in Oregon. One purpose of this report is to fulfill the require=-
‘ments of Section 305(b) of PL 92-500. The primary purpose of the report,
however, will be to provide for the public useful information on water
guality and water quality control efforts in Oregon. The report will be
available to the public as soon as it is printed. A pre printing draft
will be available for inspection in DEQ offices.

#

GENERAL PROGRAM STRATEGY

In important respects, the FY 1976 Strategy constitutes a contin-
nation of the Strategyies for FY 1974 and FY 1975. The commitments made
in FY 74 and FY 75 are retained, as they provide the basic objectives
toward which the water gquality program is directed. The theme of water
pollution control in FY 76, therefore, is a continued dedication of
effort to the basic construction grant, permit and planning outputs
needed to maintain and preserve Oregon's water quality. The three most
visible priorities in the water program will be:



1. Construction. of Sewage Treatment Facilities

The release in FY 76 of construction grant monies im—
pounded in FY 73, 74 and 75 gives Oregon $77.5 million for
75% grants for sewage works construction. The single most
important task during FY 76 will be to get these funds com~
mitted and in use to meet priority sewage works construction
needs,

2. Permit Issuance and Compliance Assurance

The Department expects to essentially complete the first
round of NPDES Permit issuance by July 1, 1975. Thus, during
Y 76, permit program efforts wlill concentrate on a) prompt
processing and issuance of new and renewal permits, b) prompt
procesging of requests for modification of permits, and c) in-
spection ¢of sources and related followup te assure compliance.

3. Planning

Planning efforts will be focused in two areas during
FY 76 as follows:

al Basin Plans:

The goal of the Department is to complete plan drafts,
hold public hearings in each basin and submit final pro=-
posals to the Environmental Quality Commission for
adoption during FY 76.

b} 208 Planning Coordination:

The Department expects to have the Portland, Salem,

Eugene and Medford metropolitan area COG's designated

and funded with federal funds to do area-wide waste treat-
ment management planning pursuant to Section 208 of

PL 92~500. The Department will work closely with these
agencles to coordinate efforts.

PROGRAM MODULE DESCRIPTION

The Department's water quality efforts are organized in the
following manner to facilitate management and reporting:

Municipal Facilities Management

The Sewerage Works Construction Division of the Water Quality
Program is responsible for all activities related to the construction
and operation of sewerage facilities. These include pre-construction
plan review, processing of Federal Construction Grant Applications,
processing of state financial assistance regquests, training of sewage
treatment plant operators, and technical assistance to operators, cities
and engineers.




Three positions are being shifted from permit related activities to
this division to assist in processing of a record number of grant
applications anticipated as a result of allocation to Oregon of $77.5
million for FY 76.

Since the available dollars are more than double that received in
any prior years, the Department expects possible project delays due to
shortage of consulting engineers., The Department is assigning more
manpower to the grant program to expedite paperwork and try to minimize
project delays.

A total of 12.3 man years of effort is expected to be expended for
municipal facilities management during FY 76.

Permit Issuance, Compliance Assurance and Enforcement

Oregon has had a statewide permit program in operation since January
1968. On September 26, 1973, EPA authorized DEQ to issue Natiocnal
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits pursuant to
Section 402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of
1972 (the "Act"). Under NPDES, permits are issued to all point-source
dischargers, stating the limits of alleowable discharge consistent with
regulations adopted pursuant to the Act.

The Water Pollution Contrel Division of the Water Quality Program
is responsible for coordination of all permit related functions. Regional
office manpower performs a substantial portion of the permit related
work including épplication review, permit drafting, field inspections,
compliance assurance and neceésary enforcement.

Future efforts will be devoted to issuance of permits for new
sources, renewal of permits for existing sources, modification of
permits where data support such modification and field work to assure
compliance with the terms of permits.

The Department expects a significant number of permit modifications
will be necessary to adjust compliance schedules where unavoidable
delays are being encountered due to equipment delivery problems and
financing problems including construction grant delays. Modification
regquests are also expected in- cases where limits were placed in permits
without adequate background data and monitering after permit issuance
provides support for permit modification.

A total of 36.8 man years of effort is expected to be expended for
permit issuance, compliance assurance and enforcement during FY 76.

Water Quality Management and Planning

The Water Quality Program Development Division of the Water Quality
Program is responsible for water gquality planning activities as follows:
Basin Plans (303e):

The Department had hoped to complete drafting and adoption of basin
plang during FY 75. Shifting of manpower to other critical projects



and delays in £illing & vacant position has significantly delayed progress.
The Department expects to £ill the vacant planning position early in FY

76 and intends to complete the drafts of all basin plans and proceed to
hearings in each basin during FY 76. Further, the goal of the Department
will be to submit final proposed plans to the Environmental Quality
Commission for consideration near the end of FY 76.

Area-wide Waste Treatment Management Plans (208):

As previously stated, such plans are expected to be underway in
four areas of the State -~ Portland Urban Area, Salem Urban Area, Eugene
Urban Area, and Medford Urban Area. The Department is assigning one man
to coordinate DEQ activities with 208 agencies. The Department also
axpects to negotiate specific programs with 208 agencies for additional
suppoxrt efforts.

Non Point Sources:
Following completion of basin plans, the Department will plan and
initiate such studies as may be necessary within the limits of available

resources to evaluate priority non point source problems.

A total of 4.4 man years of effort is expected to be expended in
planning activities during FY 76.

Data Acquisition, Analysis, Reporting

The Department's Laboratory Program provides data acquisition,
analysis and reporting services for the Water Quality Program. Specific
activities include:

Collection and analysis of stream monitoring network samples.

Storage, analysis and reporting of stream monitoring data.

Analysis of effluent samples collected by regional office personnel.

Evaluation of permittee analytical procedures.

Planning and assistance in conduct of gpecial studies.

A total of 13.2 man years of effort is expected to be expended for
these activities during FY 76.




ADDITIONAL DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION

The following attachments provide supporting information for this
Annual Strategy Statement:

Allocation of Resources

Attachment A identifies the preliminary allocation of resources
for FY 76 by program module. This allocation will be subject to
revision following receipt and analysis of final budget information
at the close of the current legislative session.

Output Estimates

Attachment B contains quarterly minimal work load and out-
put estimates for program management use. The forms are designed
by EPA and are to be used for submittal of state quarterly reports
to EPA. FEPA Region X will use similar forms o report their
accomplishments and state accomplishments to EPA headquarters in
Washington, D. C.

List of Principal Dischargers

Attachment C contains a list of designated "Major" or principal
municipal and industrial dischargers. The number listed constitutes
approximately 10% of the sources expected to be under NPDES permit.
These sources are considered the most significant in terms of their
potential adverse effect on water quality. As a result, they are
to be subjected to more detalled annual inspection and evaluation.

Inventory of Lakes

EPA has reguired that an inventory of lakes be included in
the annual strategy. This is included in Attachment D.

Proposed Construction Grant Priority List
and Revised Priority Criteria

Attachment E contgins the propesed FY 76 construction grant as
well as the revised priority criteria. The priority list, when
finally adopted, will be the key document for scheduling of staff
efforts on the grant program.



Attachment A

PRELIMINARY
STATE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM RESQURCES

: 1. 2. 3. 4. = 5.
Program Element - FY 76 HNorn- Total WpPC Man WPC Personnel
(Specific_Defm gl06 Federal Budget Years Costs {(Sub
initions Below) Grant Funds TFunds : total of Col.3)

1. Compliance
Agsuranoe, En- $238,200 $£349,800 $633,000 36.8 $398,000
forcement ,Permits

2. Municipal Facili-
ties Management 130,000 132,500 262,500 12.3 196,000
{construction grants
administration,
operations & main-
tenance, training)

3., Ddta Acguisition,
Reporting and 80,000 145,000 225,000 13.2 146,000
Analysis

4, Water Quality
Management, Plan- 70,000 24,500 94,500 - 4,4 112,000
ning & Non-Point
Source Control (303,
208, 106, 305(b) &
non-point sources)

5. Administration 7 92,000 98,000 190,000 - -

6. Sub Total 655,200 749,800 1,405,000 66.7 852,000

7. Other~Est. Salary

Adjustment 51,000 60,000 111,000 - 111,000
Exist. Positions

8. Total 706,200 809,800 1,516,000 - 963,000

NOTE

Pursuant to legislative instruction, the Department is requesting
allocation of the $138,531 increased grant funds per EPA letter of October 22,
1974 for use as follows to sustain the current level of program:




551,000 to fund salary adjustments in FY 76.
$87,531 to fund salary adjustments in FY 77.

DEQ is required to budget for salaries based on July 1, 1974 actual
levels. The legislatuxe then approves an adjustment package which
includes appropriated money for positions paid from state funds and
authorization to spend additional money from fees or federal funds for
positions paid from fees or federal funds. The legislature is expected
to approve a salary adjustment package which includes approximately 13%
during FY¥ 76 and an additional 11% in FY 77. Thus if increased federal
funds are not made available for salary adjustments for federal-funded
positions, the Department will have to reduce the staff level to effect
sufficient savings to fund increases for the remaining positions.



QUTPUT ACCOMPLISHMENT PLAN AND REPORT:

Program Element/Qutput

[

A, _ : - Attachme B
: tl,' ,

=% ) '
State oOregon ' . Media:  Hater Report Date

START LEVEL 15T QUARTER 23D QUARTER - 3RD QUARTER 4TH GUARTER
6/30/75 9/30/75 12431775 - 3/3Y/76 - e/30/767

m'nd. Act:. * .Pind,  Act.” 'Pind. Act.  Plnd. Act.. Plnd. Act.

Permits, Compliance Assurance &
Enfercomont

Permits
§ of municipal permits issued

# of major municipal permits
modificd or reissued-

§ of minor municipal permits
modified or reissued .

w # of Non-municipal permits®issued

of major non-municipal permits
modified or reissucd

T
£

# of minor non-Municipal -pormits
modified or reissued

*PInd.= Planned
fot. = Actual

(Estimates only -- all applications must be acted on ih a timely manner)

510 . "‘1 B : 1 !
5 6 4 4

'{20 — 20 .25 50

434' I - 2 - 2 2
S - 7 6 6

J20 15 20 20



QUTPUT

ACCOMPLISHMENT PLAN AND REPORT:

Program Element/Qutput

N

b \ !
- State °¥?g°n Medias Water Renart Date
START LEVEL  1ST QUARTER  2ND-QUARTER  3RD QUARTER  4TH CUARTZR
6/30/75 9/30/75 12/31/75 3/31/76 6/30/76

‘7——-—-:-—-

Parmits, Compliance Assurance and

tntorcement {con't)

Comnliance Assurance %

-

jor municipal permittees
in compliance with

-Schedules

wo Ma
i
bo

- M

-Effluent-Limits

jor non-mumicipal permittees
~in cempliance with

-Schedules
=EffTuent Limits

nor municipal permittees in’

compliance with

Mi

*Pind,
i hot. .

-Schedules
=Effluent Limits

nor non-municipal permittees in
corpliance with

-Schadules
Effluent Limits

Pl-anad

i e 1

n

"Pind. Act; ° Pind. Act.  Pind. Act. PInd. Act.. Pind. Act,

Estimates only - No data or experience available to base projections on.

80 82 85 " 80
a0 82 e 85— 8 e
80 82 g5 af

80 82 85 an
. 80 82 " 85 - 90

BO . a2 a5 ‘ 90

. +

» 80 . 82 85 . ad

a0 82 85 S0




QUTPUT ACCOMPLISHMENT PLAN AND REPORT:

.

‘ %

.'\
State Qregon

START LEVEL 1ST QUARTER

ZND QUARTER  3RD QUARTER

Media:

Water

Renart Date

e,

£

ATH wa‘:’.‘f: o

6/30/75 9/30/75 12/31/75 3/31/76 6/30/76
Procran Element/Cutput PInd, Act. ~ Pind. . Act.  Pind. Act. Pind. Act,.' Pind,  Act,
Permyits, Cempliance Assurance and ' -

eniores ot {con't)
Enforcement (Activity Indicatéf*)
Formal enforcement actions h
- Major municipal permittees. N/A N/A N/A N/A NA
- Major non-municipal permittees N/A S N/A N/A. N/A BA
- Minor municipal permittécs N/A N/A NA N/A A o
- Minor non-municipal permittees N/A N/A N/A NA BA

#*Susgestdd Tevel of enforcement to obtain committed percent of compliance. This is not a commi tment.

*2ind, = Planned
Hnt. = Actual




QUTPUT ACCOMPLISHMENT- PLAN AND REPORT:

Proaran Slement/Output

State

START LEVEL 18T QUARTER

Pind,

—,

Ta

Orecon

Media:

Act.

Pind. Act.’

ZND QUARTER.

12/31/75

Plnd. Act.

Water

ShI QUARTER

3731775

Pind. fct.

Repert Date

Y
ATH QUARLZR

“unicipal Facilities Management

Construction Grants Awards

# of Step 3 grants awarded

De

Bid-tabulation assumed

~ Change Order review assumed

# of Step 1 grants awarded

# of Step 2 grants awarded

Tegation

- 4 pmoa a # -
Pians & Specification reView assumed
0£4 Manual review assumed

Interim inspection assumed

Managemant

P

FA

. # of preapplication conferences .

# of preconstruction conferences

In
ok

conducted

# of reviews of projects agairst
environmental matrix

d.= Plannoed
. = frtual

38

26

18

17

15

15

24

38

17

15

.24




—

 HMENT PLAN AND REPORT:

WTPUT ACCH

-

~ram Element/Cutout -

LY

@]

State -

START LEVEL
6/30/75 _

 Plnd.. Act;

Med%az

18T QUARTER

9/3C/75

2ND CUARTER
12731475

‘Pind,. Act.

Water

3RD QUARTER
©3/31776

Pind. Act. .

Report TaEo

ATH GURRTIR
6/30/76

Pind, Az,

wnicizal Facilities Management {con't)
¥iigoment Process (con't)

5 of interim inspections on all .
... ajects over $3 million held

# of projects cempleted on time

Yaste Water Treatment Facilities

# of 0%M inspections conducted

ot {form 7200}

I ‘

® ¢ of technical assistance
sessions at smaller plants

Training:

State wastewater operator training
- STCILULY gegseription submitted

# of plants not meeting discharge

nermit recuircnents where training.

has bren jdentified as necessary

to achicve compliance

*2ind,
Act.

Plannod
Actual

Nn

Pind, " Act.’

N/A

N/A

N/A.

NZA

BN




—_— - . —

I

ATPUT ACCLMOLITUHENT PLAN AND REPGRT:  gtate Orvegon Medias WATER

'START LEVEL.  1ST QUARTER  2ND QUARTER.  3RD QUARTER
6/30/75 9/20/75 12/31/7% 3731776

Progran Element/Outout _ ) Pind. Act. = Plnd, Act. Pind, Act. Pind, Act.

|

REenor

4TH

Y my 8e
T Cata

nuﬁnvpn

6/30/76

Pind,

hct.

DATA ACQUISITIOJ EVALUATION REPORTING

State Monitoring Strategy submitted by
State Director to Regional Admini- _
strater by March 1, 1976 . X

i28S-State Primary Hon1t0r1ng Network L
" approved g

Data Handling, Analysis and Transmittal
fgrecement completed by December 31,
1975,

=

- -
9 .
L

Interim Primary Network Stations
capled, aralyzed and data transmitted
o EPA ‘ ) 30

July 1, 1975 - NWQSS-State Approved Network

H.{QSS - State Primary Network Stations:

sanpled, ana}yzed and cata transmitted
to EPA 30 | 30

30

Spacial Studies completed L : : 0 o
(attach study Tist) . 10

N

fct.

Planned
= fctual



I - Y . o .
CUTPUT ACCOMPLISHMENT PLAN AND REPORT: State Ozegon - Medfa:  patep ?ﬁpﬂrt Date
| START LEVEL 1ST QUARTER | - ¢ND QUARTER 3RD -QUARTER ﬁ*H QUARTZR
6/30/75  9/30/75 12/31/75 3/31/76 6/30/76
Svocran Element/Outout . Pind. Act. ' Pind. Act.  Pind. Act.  Plnd. Act.. Plnd, Act,

rlanning and ranagemant

203 Planning
to be
# of agrecments/ﬂegot1ated with area-
wic~ 208 agencies for State monitoring
coordination, and tech. az * stance

303(e) Basin Planning

i

of substantially completed Phase I

Basin plans submitted.to EPA
20

# of basins with Phase II plannIng
substantially completed

# of 303{e) basin plans, adopted
& submitted for EPA approval

*Pind,= Planned
Aot. = fetual



-

i S _."\ .
OUTFUT ACCOVPLISHMENT PLAN AND REPORT: State oregon ‘ Media: _Water ° Report Date
START LEVEL  1ST QUARTER . 2ND, QUARTER  3RD QUARTER 4TH QUAR?Eﬁf
6/20/75 9/30/75 12731775 3/31/76 6/30/76
Program.E1cmentﬁputDut ' Pind. Act. ' .Plnd. Act.” _Plnd. Act. Plnd, fict, . Pind, Act,

hon-Point Source Control

State KPS Strategy Submitted

# of intensive Surveys of non-point
source problem completed

# of HPS categories with problem
assessments completed .

Complete prioritization of
categories

- # of categories for which BPT's
© have becn developed

# of categories for wiich management/
" institutional/regulatory programs
have been recomuended for approval

NOTE: Significant progress toward basin pllan adoption necessary before efforts in this direction can be made.

*ﬁind.
At

Planned
A ] at

NN |



BASIN NAME

Willamette

Rogue

North‘Coast - Lower Columbia

Tualatin

- Willamette
Willamette
Willamette

Willamette ... ..

Rogue
Columbia
Tualatin
Tualgtin
Columbia
Klamath

" Grande Ronde

Willamette
Rogue

Willamette

"MAJOR” MUNICIPAL DISCHARGERS

DISCHARGER -
{Name/NPDES#)

Albmny, City of
Asghland, City of
Astoria, City of

.Beaverton, City of

Clackamas, Co. Service Dist. #1

Corvallis, City of

Cottage Grove, City of
Eugene, City of

Grants Pass, City of

Gresham, City of

Hillsboro, City of (West Side)

Hillsboro City of (Rock Creek)

Hood River, City of
Klamath Falls, City of
La Grande, City of
McMinnville, Cify of
Medford, City of

Multnomah County (Inverness)

Attachment ¢

OR=-002339=6
OR=002625-5
OR-002756-1
CR-002663-8
OR-(002622-1

OR~-002636-1

OR~-002055-9
CR-002620-4
OR-002884-3

OR-002613~1

CR-002334-5
QOR-002335-3

OR~002078-83
OR-002630-1

OR-002046-0

OR-002615-1

OR~-002626-3
OR-002627~1



“MAJOR" MUNICIPAL DISCHARGERS

BASIN NAME _ .DISCHARGER

' | {(Name/NPDES#)

Willamette . . Newburg, City of OR=-002025-7
Tualatin : Oak Lodge, S.D. | OR-002614~0
Willamette - Oregon City, City of _ OR-002829-1-
Umatilla ' ‘ Pendleton, City of . OR-002639-5
willamette 7 Portland, City of {Columbia Blvd.) OR-002630-5
Willamette Portland, City of (Tryon Creek) OR-002689-1
Umpqua ' Roseburg, City of ‘ OR-002258~86
Willamette ' . Salem, City of OR-002640-2
Klamath South Suburban S.D. OR-002387-6
willamette . Springfield Utility Board OR-002632-8
Columbia S5t. Helens, City of OR=-002083-4
Columbia - ' The Dalles, City of ‘ OR-002088-5
Tualatin " USA (Alcha) OR=-002017-6
Tualatin USA (Durahm) OR-002811~8
Tualatin ' ' USA {Fanno Creek) OR-002013-3
Tualatin : USA (Forest Grove) 0R-00§016—8
Tualatin - 7 USA (Metzger)  OR-002018-4

Tealatin USA {(Sherwcod) ' OR-002014~1



BASIN NAME

Tualatin
Willamette

"MAJOR"™ MUNICIPAL DISCHARGRERS

DISCHARGER

(Name/NPDES#)

U.8.A. {Sunset Valley!}

Woodburn

OR-002009-5
QR~-002000-1



}
[
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BASIN NAME

Willamette
Willamette
Columbia
Columbia-
Willamette
Columbia
Tualatin

Willamette

‘Columbia

North Coast
Hood River
Willamette
Klamath

McKenzie

"MAJOR®

INDUSTRIAL DISCHARGERS

DISCHARGER

{Name /NPDES#)

Publishers Paper, Newberg
Publishers Paper, Oregon City
Reicheold Chemicals, St. Helens
Reynolds Metals, Troutdale
Rhodia, Inc.

Stadelman Fruit, The Dalles
Tektronics, Inc., Beaverton
Teledyne Wah Chang, Albany
The Dalles Cherry Growers
Tillamook Creamery

U. S. Plywood, Dee

Western Kraft, Albany
Weyerhaeuser, Klamath Falls

Weyerhaeuser, Springfield

- OR-000055-8

OR~000056-6
OR-000163-5
OR-000006-0
OR-000174-1
OR-000011~6
OR-000158-9
OR-000111-2
OR-000073-6
OR-000014~1
OR-000186-4
OR-000044-2
OR-000254-2
OR-000051~5



BASIN RAME

Snake
Willamette
Willamette
Santiam
Columbia
Willamette
Willamette
Tualatin -
Mid Coast
Umpqua
Mid Coast
Columbia
Columbia

- South Coast

Snake
Willamette
Willamette
Columbia

*MAJOR® INDUSTRIAL DISCEARCERS

DISCHARGER
{Name/NPDES#)
Amalgamated Sugaxr
Amexrican Can, Halsey
Boise Cascade; Salem

Crown Zelierbach, Lebanon

- Crown Zellerbach, Wauna

Crown Zellerbach, Weét Linn
Evans Products, Corvallis
Forest Fibef Products
Georgia Pacific, Toledo
Hanna Mining & Nickel
International Paper, Garxdiner
Kaiser Gypsum, St. Helens
Martin Marietta Aluminum
Menasha Corporation
Ore-Ida Foods

Oregon Metallurgical
Penwalt Corporation

P.G.E. - Trogan

OR-000252-6

OR-000107-4

OR-000084-1
OR-000081~7
OR-000079-5 -
OR-000078-7
OR=000029~9
OR-000125-5
OR-000134-1
OR-000162-7
OR-000022-1
OR-000157-1
OR-000170-8
OR-000211-9
OR-000240~-2
OR-000171-6
OR-000159-7
OR-002345-1




‘Explanatqry Notes

Revised List of Major (Principal) Discharger

DELETED

ADDED

Bandon, City of,

Bear Creek Valley S.A. (White City)
Boise Cascade, 5t. Helens

Coos Bay Plan #1

Coos Bay Plant #2

Crown Zellerbach, N.Portland
Milwaukie, City of

Newport, City of

North Bend, City of

CRITERIA

INDUSTRIAL

The Dalles

Grants Pass, City of
Stadelman Fruit, The Dalles
Tektronics (Ind}, Beaverton
Cherry Growers
Tillamook Creamery

DOMESTIC

1. Large BOD loads

2. Large metals facilities

3. Significant toxic discharges

4. Treatment system which,
if not operated properly, will
have a significant adverse
impact on receiving stream.

1. Serving more than 10,000 pecople

2. Serving industries which have

a significant impact on the
treatment system



INVENTORY OF LAKES

TOTAL NUMBER OF PUBLICLY OWNED FRESH WATER LAKES
TOTAL NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES
NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING HEAVY ENRICHMENT
NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING MODERATE ENRICHMENT
' NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING NO NOTICEABLE ENRICHMENT

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES FOR WHICH EUTROPHICATION STATUS iS NOT KNOWN

TQTAL AREA COF PUBLICLY OWNED FRESH WATER LAKES

TOTAL AREA OF SIGNIFICANT ILAKES
AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING HEAVY AND MODERATE NATURAL ENRICHMENT
AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING NO NOTICEABLE ENRICHMENT

ARER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES FOR WHICH EUTROPHICATION STATUS IS NOT KNOWH

Attachment D —

Unknown
139
2

5.4-
25

439

EST. 250,000

EST. 230,000
EST. 170,000
EST. 60,000

EST. 20.000

acres

acres

agres

aCres

acres




INVENTORY OF LAKES

TOTAL NUMBER OF PUBLICLY OWNED: FRESH WATER IAXES

TOTAL NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES
NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING HEAVE'ENRICHMENT
NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING MODERATE ENRICHMENT
NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING NO NOTICEABLE ENRICHMENT

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES FOR WHICH EUTROPHICATION STATUS IS NOT KNOWN

-TOTAL AREA OF PUBLICLY OWNED FRESE WATER LAKES

TOTAL AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES
AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING HEAVY AND MODERATE NATURAL ENRICHMENT
AREA OF STIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING NO NOTICEABLE ENRICHMENT

AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES FOR WHICH EUTROPHICATION STATUS IS NOT KNOWN

Unknown
130
2
.54
25_

49

EST. 230,000

EST. 230,000
EST. 170,000
EST. 60,000

EST. 20,000

acres

acres

acres

acres

acres



Attachment B

DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL Q@M.IW

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET © PORTLAND, ORE, 97205 @ Telephone (503) 229- 5301

ROBERT W. STRAUB

GOVERNOR INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM & NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST FOR FY 1976
KESSLER B, CANNON '

Birecior . . June 20, 1975
10:00 A M.

Public Service Building
920 5. W, Fifth Avenue -~ 2nd Floor Auditorium
Portland, Oregon
Pursuant to the requirements of Public Law 92-500 CFR 35.915(f) and 35.556, a hearing

will be held on June 20, 1975 for the purposes of obtaining testimony relevant to the
Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List included herein. . At its meeting on

April 25, 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission advised the staff to utilize the
priority criteria presented at that meeting and to develop a list of sewerage works
projects which would most efficiently use available federal grant funds.

The criteria, enclosed with explanatory memoranda, most specifically reflects national
concerns of "...the severity of pollution problems, the population affected, the need for
preservation of high quality waters and national priorities as well as total funds avail-
able, project and treatment works sequence and additional factors established by the
State..." Due to the necessity for stressing national concern, certain of the previous
year's projects have been reduced in relative ranking. These include predominately
projects not defined by a specific water pollution problem but facing the need for pro-
viding sewers in urban or urbanizing areas where population densities have rendered
subsurface sewage disposal unsatisfactory. Such situations are critical to those directly
inveolved but the federal emphasis on documented arnd existing major pollutlng discharges
affords less than desirable program flexibility.

The hearing is called for permitting public participation in the project ranking
procedure, - Federal regulations require that the list receive such scrutiny. The Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality also wishes to obtain relevant comment on the Priority
Criteria so as to ensure that the foundation for the procedures is firmly based.

Included in this packet are the following:

1. A list of projects in priority order with costs and tentative funding sequence
" assigned.

2. A llst of prOJects show;nq the priority point aSSLgnments and totals.

3. A copy of agenda Item No. E, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting.

The results of the hearing will be presented to the EQC at its regular meeting on
June 27, 1975. At that time, the Commission will be asked to.approve, reject or modify
the list as presented.

Your  cooperation is requested to ensure that the Department’s programs for expedi-
tious and efficient handling of public-funds way be fairly and equitably administered.

H Al

KESSLER R. CANNON
HLS: ak | _ o Directorr




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PRIORITY LIST

Fiscal Year 1976

The list attached is a ranking of projects in numerical
sequence in accordance with the point system developed by
the Department and approved by the Environmental Quality
Commission.

. The funding allocation to Oregon by the Environmental
Protection Agency is $77,582,900. Increasing this ‘figure
by the amcunt of unobligated 75 FY funds and decreasing
it by FY 75 project cost overruns and reserve requirements
results in a funding availability for obligation underx
, the proposed project listing of approximately $77,000,000.
This permits the inclusion of projects 1 through 129
within the current funding limitations. S

Since the Environméntal Quality Commission has the
authority to modify the list and the criteria and EPA
approval and public acceptance are requisites for use, a
specific cut-off project has not been determined at this
time. This will be done following the acceptance and
approval of the list, and the affected municipalities
will be notified,
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e . .. s ' ) - Cmuiative
o TEstimated . _STEP | STEP 118 CSTERCPEL . Cumulative | Grant  Grant
Project Ellglble Tote) Estimated Component ° [Target Target Target TOTAL Total ‘Target Amoint Dollars
Number . Priority Project Cost : fost Dolliars . [Pwdrd  Grant Award  Grant Award  Grant Grant Grant Award  Dollars TOTAL
C-410==4 Nomber ~- Applicant Description Dollars = STEP | STEP il  STEP jli |bate Dollars [Date . Doliars [Date.  Doilars Dollars . Doliars. . Date. . FY77+ ~ FY77+
489 23 Hillshoro-irrigation STP #1 T 100 3 A 86 u 08-75 16R 12-75 &5 75 28,512
493 25 Long Creek sTP 200 6 22 176 ¢ u 10-75 150 150 29,062
485-01 25 USE " {Rock Craek) STP 25,199 378 1,512 23,309 ¢ 06-75 1,840  06-75 18,899 §,000% 37,062 10-76 10,899+ 41,800
341 26 " Portland (Tryon) STP 5,500 165 - 605 . 4,730 ¢ C 08-75 4,125R 4,125  b1,187
450 27 Barrlsburg 5TP 375 11 & T 323 07-7% 8 01-76 31 06-76 2hz 287 L, kéB
435-02 28 USA” {Rock Creek) INT k,500 135 495 3,870 c ] 12-75 3.375R 3,375 L4843
452 29 Monmouth-Independence  STP - 800 2% " 88 688 u 10-75 8L 08-76 5156 600 45,443
“hgh 10 Eugene-Springfield STP 15,000 225 846 13,929 v 01-78 Bo3R 803 46,246 t0-76 10, b4é 52,246
458 31 Corvallis Airport STP or INT 500 15 55 430 u 09-75 52R  05-76 323 375 h§jh2l
¥91 32 "USA (Lower Tualatin) INT €00 18 66 516 u 0376 63 08B-76. . 187 550 hf.07|
532 33 UsA {Upper Tualztin} INT - 2,650 45 160 2,445 ] o4-76 153 09-76 1,834 1,987 49,058
k93 34 ' Tri-City - County Reg. STP 7,500 112 "825 6,563 U 01-76 703R 703 49,761 C10-76 4,922 57,188
494-k35 35 Newberg-Dundee Reg. STP 1,200 3 132 1,032 07-75 27 02-76 99 126 43,887 “10-786 774 57,942
L51 36 Clackamas Co.S.0. #1 INT 630 18 69 543 v u 65R  07-75 hoy k72 50,359 . .
456 37 Junction City - STP Imp. 350 i0 18 joz  07-7% 7 - 12-76 29 3 50,395 . O4-77 226 58,168
497 . 38 Eugene Alrpért STP Imp. 200 6 22 172 0i-76 g 07-76 17 21 50,416 . 01-77 129 58,297
74 39 Maug in STP imp. 235 7 L 203 U 10-75 24R 06-76 152 176 50,592
k7% 40 " Eugene (Eastslde} INT 4,500 135 U495 3,870 ] 01-76 4728 k72 51,060 0l-77 2,302 61,199
kog &1 Corvallls Mobite Park InNT 700 21 77 602 06-77 525 81,724
L 43b L2 Glendale STP Imp. 800 2k B8 668 u 09-75 B4R 03-76 516 600 51,664
436 43 Sutherlin STP tmp, 2,290 23 252 2,015 U 09-75 206R  03-76 1,51% V,717 0 53,381
429 44 Eagle Point STP imp. 175 5 19 151 1] 01-76 18R 67-76 13 130 53,512
b3 . hs Gold Hill STP [mp. 375" 1 4y 323 5 g 03-76 31 09-76 thz 281 53,793
' ' *Phase | 5Phase 11
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’ : . Cumuiative
Estimated STEP | _ STEP 11 STEP Fil Cumyiative Grant Grant

Project Effgible  Total Estimated Component farget arget Target TOTAL Total Target Amcunt Dollars

Mumber ° Priority Project Cost Cost Dollars Award  Grant Eward Grant Award  Grant Grang Grant Aword Dollars TOTAL -

t-510--= Himbes - Appiicant Description @ollars  STEP | GTEP €1 SIEP Il bate  Dollars Date  Doliars PDate  Dollars Doilars [Dollars fate  FY7Ile  FYi7+

423 6 Cave Junction STP Imp. 300 9 33 258 - 09-75 7 03-75 25 . 09-76 193 225 54,018

424 17 Boardran TP Imp. 750 2 82 g4 U . 03-75 5628 562 54,580

L9g 48 Jacksonviite INT 300 9 33 258 U 08-75 3IR 05-7% 194 225  5h,BOS

599 &9 Prairie City sTE, INT 330 10 36 284 ¢ U 07-75 - 2478 247 55,052

342 150 Portland (SE Relieving)} iNT 3,500 105 385 3,010 Y u 1o-75 2,625R 2,625 57,677

500 51 Portiand (Umatilia) INT 288 8 31 " 243 v U 10-75 216R 216 57,693

&35 52 LaGrande-1sland City STP Imp., IHT 900 27 93 774 ¥ 08-75 4R 06-76 581 €75 53,568 .

472 53 Elgin STE Imp. 85 3 9 73 09-75 2 04-76 7 9 58,577 10-76 5% 61,778

501 54 Corvallis-Crescent ¥ly. INT 1,100 33 121 948 U 08-75 1158 03-76 110 825 - 53,402

502 55 Hammond {NT 400 12 Ly 344 0-75 9 04-76 33 09-76 - - . 258 300 53,702

466 56 Port of Tillamook Bay INT 600 18 66 516 ] . 10-75 631 05-76 387 k5o 60,152

503 57 Seaside STP imp. 2,000 60 220 1,720 0%-75 45 . 05-76 165 210 60,362 10-76  £,250 63,068

504 58 . Wheeler INT 4o0 12 Ly 3b4 u c 03-75 3008 300 60,662 . ’

427 59 Aumsvi l1e STP fap. 25 1 3 21 _ ' ) 10-76 19 63,087

5oh &0 Yamhi 1} STP img. 100 3 11 86 08-75 2 '01-76 8  066-76 65 75 60,737

505 61 Tillamook City STP imp. 600 18 66 516 U 08-75 63R  06-76 387 bso 61,187

430 62 Dayton STP imp. 2390 B 32 250 07-7% 6 12-75 24 06-76 187 217 61, k0%

508-507 €3 Sheridan-y111amina STP Imp., INT 300 9 33 258 07-75 7 05-78 25 32 61,438 05-77 193 €3.280
" 503 64 Amity STP imp. 200 6 22 172 09-75 i G776 17 21 61,457 06-77 123 £3,h0%

bhk 65 Molalla STP Exp. 300 9 33 258 08-75 7 2-7% 25 07-76 193 225 61,682

509-476 &6 Woodburn-Gervais STP Imp., INT 802 2l 88 685  07-75 18 0k=76 &g 84 51,766 3-77 Ei% 63,923

Lg 67 Lebanor STP Imp. 1,500 55 165 1,250 U 09-75 57 06=76 968 P,126  62,B9% -

273 68 Rockaway STP imp. 200 9 33 258 u 07-75 31k 04-76 g 225 63,118




Page &

. Cumulative

- Estimated STEP 1 STEP 1 STEF B§¢ Cumulative érsnt  Erant
Project Elligible Total Estimated Component arget [Target [Target TOTAL Total Target Amgunt Dollars
Number . Priority Profect Last Cost Doilars Award  Grant Award Grant lAward  Grant  Grant Grant - Bwsrd Dollars TOTAL
C-4i0--= HNumber _ Applicant Descrigtion  Dollars STEP | STEP Il STEP 111 Date Dollars Pate PDotlars i{Date Doliars Dellars Doilars Date FYTT+ FY77+
Sid ' (1] Jefferson STP, INT 400 12 LY 344 07-75 g 04~76 33 42 63,158 03-77 258 €4,183
511 70 Cannon Beach STP Imp, 300 9 33 253 07-75 7 02-76 25 32 63,190 10-76 193 64,376
450 71 Lineoin City Phase { 200 ) 23 172 c 03-75 2IR  04-76 123 150 63,340
512 . 72 Cottage Grove STP tmp. 1,000 30 R1) 850 U 02-76 1058 105 63,445 10-76 &5 65,021
513 73 Creswell STP Imp. 400 12 b b 08-75 5 02-76 33 b2 83,487 10-76 258 65,279
51k 74 Dalridge STP imp. 300 3 33 258 |, 09-75 7 04-76 25 32 63,51% -10-78 193 65,472
515 75 Scio STP Imp. 150 b 16 130 08-75 3 01-76 12 15 63,534 1i-76 87 65,5639
h28 76 Brownsviile 5TP Imp. 300 9 13 258 ¢ 08-75 3R 03-76 194 225 63,759

- 385 77 Veneta STP Exp. 400 1”2 iy wy U 10-75 3008 300 64,059
4t 78 Govt. Camp 5.0 STP Imp. 600 i8 66 516 U u 07-75 - . #50R 450 &k 509
516 79 K. falls Reg. {Ce.} 5TP z,200 66 242 1,892 07-75 50 56 64,559 06+77 1,600 67,163
517 80 Hermiston sTP 300 g 33 258 u 09-75 318 04-76 19 225 64,784 '
373 8 _ Chiltoguin STP Imp. 600 18 65 516 c 06-75 53R 06-76 387 450 65,234
518 82 Ontario STP imp. 300 g 33 258 U 07-75 3R 06-76 194 225 | 65,459
422 83 Hines cl, 30 1 1’ 26 1] ] 08-75 22R 22 65,481
161 84 Huntington er, 10 1 3 26 c u 05-75 22R 22 65,503 -
431 8s Baker STP imp. 150 5 6 128 v 1-75 16R  06-76 97 12 65,618
518 85 Joseph STP fmp. 600 18 66 516  0B-75 13« 0b-78 50 63 565,578 12-76 387 67,556
554 87 Enterprise STP Imp. 540 6 59 46 08-75 12 12 65,690 06-77 392 67,948
473 88 Dufur STP Imp. 75 2 8 65  09-75 2 02-76 6 8 65,698 10-76 58 57,932?”)3&
A B9 Lake Oswego-Wiliametze BT 870 26 35 749 ¢ U 06-75 B52R 652 66,350 ol
LAy 40 Lablsh ¥llage It 127 4 th 109 C T 07-75 35R 95 66,445
520 g1 Horth Bend STP !mp, 250 7 27 216 ‘ 07-75 268 12-75 161 187 66,632
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Gumuiative
: ’ Estimated STEP | STEP 0t STEP f4 Cumulative Grant Grant

Project Eligible Total Estlmated Cemponent Target Narget arget TOTAL Total Target Amount DBoliars
Number: Priority ) Project Cost Cost Dollars laward  Grant Award  Grant fward Grang firant Grant fward Doliafs TOTAL
C-L10-»~ Humber Applicant Description Dollars TEPF | STEP 11 STEP 11! [Date Dollars [Date Doflars [Date Joliars Dollars Dollars Bate FY77+ FY7 T+

- 52t 92 Horth Albany $.D. INT 1,800 30 126 1,64b ¢ a7-75 TR P17 86,749 10-76 1,233 £9,229
522 93‘ Horth Plains INT 300 s 33 258 09-75 7 02-76 24 31 66,788 12-76 193 65,422
523 % St. Paul STP, INT ks 13 by 388 v 08-75 LR 03-76 290 337 67,117
52k 55 L.0swego (Harvey Way) INT - 200 & 22 172 1] 08-75 2R 0176 129 180 67,267
525 96 L.0swego (Terrace) INT 100 3 M 86 U 08-75 I0OR 01=76 65 75  &€7.3%2
463 a7 L.Oswego {Evergreen) INT 300 9 33 258 tH 08-75 3R 01-76 194 225 67,567 -,
482 38 L.Osweqo {Lakeview) FNT 200 6 22 172 v 08-75 2R 01-76 129 50 E7,717 g
525 99 Llackamas County . STP Imp. 400 12 Ly - bl u 04-75 L1 bz €7,759 16-76 258  69.680

Rhododendron-Wetsches . .

470 100 Coburg STP, INT 1,000 30 110 860 0B-75 22 02-76 B3 GB8-76 &hs 750 68,508
383 101 - Charleston-Barview 5.0. INT 1,100 33 121 9k6 u ’ U 06=-75 8258 625 59,335
435 jlor Glide-ldieyid STP, INT 1,200 36 132 1,032 u 12-75 !ZSR 126 £9,%0 12-76 T 7o,h5k
313 ‘ 103 West Linn {L.Tualat!n) INT 266 8 29 229 u 08~75 2BR  02-74 !72‘ 200 69,560
455 . ok Shady Cove SVP, INT B¢ 24 88 688 U 12-75 84LR D5-76 Si6 €0C 70,260
455 105 Meriin-Col. Valley 5TP, IHT 1,000 30 1o 860 08-75 22 D1-76 B3 06-76 615 750 71,000

'527 106 BCVEA {Westside) tNT 225 & 25 194 08-75 5 01-76 19 06-76 145 169 71,179,
437 167 Wauna-Westport SPT, I4T 1,000 30 - 1 860 0775 22 92-76 83 08-7% 115 F5¢ 71,929
b2& 108 Mult.Co. {inverness #B) INT 500 15 55 &30 u i 03-76 375R 375 72,304 .
L1:1 105 Gresham (Ruby Junctiom) TNT 1,500 1 165 1,230 09-75 33 02-76 124 157 72,46% 10-F6 967  Ti.&21
356 g Columbia Clity INT 200 3 22 172 08-75 4 02-76 1) 20 72,481 16-76 2% Ti,.550
528 1 Cave STP imp. 800 2k 88 6588 08-75 18 02-76 1 84 72,565 =77 5§16 72,060
529 112 Biggs Junction INT 200 & 22 172 ©7-7& i L 72,56% 1176 145 72,218
53¢ 113 Lakeside STP, INT 1.000 30 1i0 860 07-75 22 o1-76 23 105 72,67% 16-76 ghs 72,355
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Cumulative
- Estimated STEP I STEP 11 STEP 81 Cunulstive Erant Grant
Praject. . Eifgible Total Estimated Component Target - [farget Target TOTAL Total Target Amsunt Dollars
Wumbar = Priorlty Project Cost Cost Dotlars fwzrd  Grant Award Grant ward Grant Erant Gramt fward Dollars TOTAL
L-410~=* Humber fpplicant pescerintion Dollars STEF ! STEP §i  STEP il {Date Dollars [ate Dollars |Date Dollars Dotlars pollars Date FY77+ FY77+
531 (AL Dunes Clty STP, INT 660 8 66 516 07-75 13 03-76 50 63 72,737 03-77 387 73,243
417 115 Pacific City 8.0, STP, INT 500 i5 55 430  07-75 A 01-76 by 07-76 323 375 73,112 . ’
L5z 116 Hapleton 5TP, INT 600 18 34 516 u 06~76 63R 83 73,175 i2-76 387 73,630
532 117 Highway 101 S5.D. INT 200 3 22 172 10-75 b 05-76 17 21 73,196 12-76 129 73,759
533 118 Florence ~ STP l1mp. 70 2 8 60  08-75 1 02-76 & 7 73,203 10-76 b5 737Bok
443 ] Turner STP, INT 8o0 24 88 688, U 10-75 84R 06~76 516 600" 73,803
LB 120 Aurora 5TP, INT 800 24 a3 688 07-75 18 11-75 . 66 84 73,887 H-76 516 74,320
hhg 1#3 Donald sTE, INT hoo 12 4 344 U 10-75 L2R 42 73,929 fo-76 ~ 258 74,578
534 122 Mewberg {Northwest) INT 170 5 i8 147 u 10-75 17R 03-76 710 127 74,056 )
.535 123 Canby INT 200 ) 22 172 u 10-75 21R 03-76 129 156 74,206 .
Lt 12k Albany (Northeast)} INT 1,100 33 21 9§ U i1-75 1158 115 74,321 10-76 705 75,287
471 125 Targent INT 500 18 66 516 08-75 13 or-76 50 63 74,384 _10-76 387 75,67A
538 126 Lapine STP, INT 300 ] 33 258 10-75 6 03-76 25 3t k415 02-77 “193  75.867
447 127 Mill Clty 5TP, INT 1,000 30 f10 B6o  10-75 22 05-76 83 105 74,520 12-76 845 76,512
b1z 28 Butte Felis $TP, INT 500 15 55 436 . o 08-75 52R  05-76 323 375 74,895
451 129 Twin Rocks 5.0.{Barview] INT 200 6 22 172 u 10-75 2R Oh-76 29 150 75,045
537 130 $.W.Lincoln C0.5.0. S5TP imp., IWT 2,200 66 242 1.852 u 10-75 23R 09-76 1,419 1,650 76,695
538 13k Roads End 5.D. iNT . 300 5 33 258 08-75 7 12°75 25 0676 193 225 76,520
539 112 5t Helens STP Imp., INT 260 7 26 207 08-75 5 02-76 20 25 76,945 10~76 155 76,867 .
sho 133 Hereitl STP Imp. 100 3 i1 86 0B-75 2 02-76 8 10 76,955 03-77 &4 75’7%@;5
- hEg 134 Modoe Point CSTR, INT 280 8 30 262 10-73 £ 06-76 23 23 76,984 01-77 8 76,912
sS4y 135 Sisters STP, INT 400 i2 L4y 344 0%-75 g ..02-76 33 %2 77,024 0z-77 58 77,170
Carmel-Foulweather §.0. 579, 0T i,500 4s 165 1,200 7-is 33 02-76 l2t 157 77,183 10~7t 78,137
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Cumulative

T, . Estimated STEP & STEP 01 SYER BR§ Eumulntive Grant Srant
Projest B Eligibie Total Estimated Compenent arget Earget arget TUTAL Total Target Amount Dollars
Nurmber Priority Project - Cost Cost Doilars Award Grant ward Grant fward Grant Grant Brant Award Dollars TOTAL
C~bi0-~~ HWumber Appiicant Bescription Dollars STEE | SIEF 1§ SIEP I14[ PDate Dollars [Date Doilars Pate Dellers Deoliars Dolliars Date FY774 Fyit+
543 ‘137 Bay-to-Bay 5.D.. TP, INT 7,800 5k 198 1,548 U - R 183R ’ 183 71372 18-76 1,161 79,238
kb 138 Fzlls Clty STP, INT So0 i5 58 430 09-75 13 03-76 L} 52 77.h2b 18-76 322 79.620

- b33 138 Bonanza STP, INT &00 18 66 516 07-75 13, el1-76 50 61 77,487 10-76 387 80,007
ik 140 Adrian SR, INT 180 5 20 185 U 01-76 1SR 1. 77,506 -7 16 80,123
Shs 141 Prinevilie INT 615 19 70 chb u 16-75 66R 0576 410 476 77,582 -

{Laughlin-Melrose) : . . -
shé 142 Crescent STP, INT - 300 9 33 258 08-75. ) 04-76 25 31 78,013 e3-77 133 &0,316
547 13 ki ah STP Imp. " Boo 2h 88 688 U 02-76 84R 84 78,097 0177 . 516 80,832
548 14h Sunpter STP, INT 200 6 2z 172 01-76 K & 78,107 F0~76 165 80,977
473 145 Juntura STP, ENT 8¢ 2 9 6%  01-76 z 2 78,103 03=77 58 81,035
467 146 Silverton STP Imp. 300 9 .3 258 09-75 7 0378 24 : 3 78,134 iI-76- 133 61,228
549 147 Hillstora {Westside) STP Automatlen 300 9 33 258 08-75 6 12-75 25 05-76 194 225 78,359 ’
550 148 Wilsonviile {Boeckman} INT 200 é 22 172 08-75 4 01-76 17 06-76 123 150 78,509 .
551 149 Sandy T 250 7 27 216 08-75 5 10-75 21 04-76 151 187 78,696
552 156 FPowers STP Imp. 158 4 16 136 07-75 3 01-76 iz o7-76 97 112 78,808 .
553 151 Bandon {Johnson} INT 250 7 27 216 bB-?S 5 02-76 21 26 78,834 10-76 162 §1,390
ke 152 . Scotts MIlls STP, INT 700 21 77 602  08~75 16 ok-76 58 7% 78,5908 1176 451 B1,B4
LYy 153 Detroit $TP, INT Fih: 21 77 60z  08-75 16 02-76 ° 58 74 78,982 02-77- 558 82,292
L




- NEEDS PRIORITY RANKING

Project River-  Project  Step L .
"Need - Emphasis Segment Type Status Total Priority
pplicant Points Points Points Points Points Points Num =
orvallis * . i
latskanie , 2
rookings | * 3
natﬁila—McNary * 4
slver * 5
rtarts-Oceanside b &
rion * 7
sdwood $. D, * 8
ruitdale-Harbeck LA 9
end 1000 1000 10
2dmond 1000 1000 i1
sster Hidway 1000 1000 b
yrtland” {Gertz-Schmeer) 1000 1000 13 -
cevebonne 1600 _ - 1000 14
& (Fanno-Phase §) 800 90 77 8 3 978 15
A (Willow Cr. 3rd 800 a0 77 . | 8 .3 978 16
‘hase)
iddTe 800 %0 73 10 3 976 17
yschurg (Metro-Reg. ) 800 20 73 10 3 - 976 18
nston-Green (Reg.) 800 90 73 160 2 975 19
nyonyille 800 90 73 10 1 974 20
thin Tiay 800 9% 68 10 | 2 - 970 21
P 800 80 68 10 1 959 22
b edreigation -, 700 ¢ 100 77 10 L 888 23 .
'gjaf:.% Craek 700 100 68 10 3 881 v
@ —rcv%a@sly certified |
E - 10 .

¢



Project

River.

Project

Meed Emphasis ~ Segment Type . S§§§§; Total Priority
fpplicaint Points Points Points ©  Points Points Points  Numbeyr
sSh {Rock Creek) STP 700 00 77 10 3 s8¢ 25
portland .(Tryon) 700 90 76 10 3 879 26
Harrisburg 700 90 76 10 3 879 27
4SA (Rock Creek) Int. 700 90 77 8 3 878 28
formouth-Independence 700 90 76. 16 2 g78 29
Fugena-Springfield 700 96 76 ° ‘TG 2 -878 k')
‘orvallis Adrpor 700 90 76 10 2 a78 3
0SA (Lower Tualatin) 700 90 77 8 3 878 3z
4SA {Upper Tualatin) 3 700 90 77 3 878 33
fri-City - County £ 700 90 76 10 2 878 4
ﬁeﬁberg;Dundée | - 700 90 76 1¢ L 877 35 -
“lackamas Co. $.D. #1 700 90 76 8 3 877 36
Junc. un City - 700 90 76 10 1 877 a7
“ugene Airport 700 90 76 10 B 877 38
Haupin 700 90 7. 1w .2 876 - -39
Eugeneliﬁasts{ae) 700 90 | 76 8 2 876 40
corvallis Mobile Part 700 . 90 76 8 2 876 a
flendale 70 . . 90 73 10 2 875 4z
sutherlin 700 90 72 10 2 874 43
ragle Pofnt 700 90 7 16 3 a7 W
fold M1 700 56 - 7% 10 2 873 45
cave Junction 700 90 71 10 2 873 46
soardman 700 90 69 10 3 872 a7
Jacksenville 700 %0 n 8 3 872 48
Fratr’~ Clty 700 90 68 10 2 870 49
rartland (SE Relieving) 700 90 69 8 3 870 50

) ) E - 11

o




}
Project _ River  Project .  Step - | |
Need Emphasis Segment Type = Status .  Total Priority-

3Ficant - .~ Points Points Points Points Points Points I.Number
~tland {Umatilla) 700 0 69 .8 3 870 51
srande ~Island City 700 90 67 10 o 2 869 52
yin 700 90 67 10 ] 868 53
wvallis-Crescent Vly. 700 80 76 e 2 866 54
mod 4 00 80 69 "8 1 858 5§
. of Tillamook Bay 700 90 57 8 1 856 56
side 700 %6 5% . 10 1 855 57
.eler (Addendum to 700 80 62 8 3 853 58
[CSA Grant) o : :
svitle 700 90 48 03 s s
i - ) | 700. 90 46 o 3 849 60
[Tamosk Gity 700 80 57 L1/ . 848 61
rton 700 90 46 10 ] 847 67
rican-illamina 700 % % 10 T s s
iy 700 90 16 10 1 847 68
alla 70 9 44 10 2 846 65
dburn-Gervais | 700 90 45 10 1 846 . 66
ancn 700 00 42 10 2 844 67
Kawiiy 7m0 9 e 10 2 843 68
‘Ferson . 700 90 42 10 1 813 69
mon Beach . 700 90 a1 10 3 842 . 70
cola City . - 700 %0 - n 8 3 gz N
- Grove 700 90 40. 10 1 841 72
WL 700 96 40 10 1 84y . 73
v g - 700 80 39 10 9 840 18
o C 700 % 3% 10 1 836 75

E -~ 12



Project

River

9rojeC§

B

E - 13

767

' Need Emphasis Segment’ Type S%gﬁgs Total Priority
ygp?%ﬁaﬂt Points Points Points Points Points Points  Number
ror. ¢itle 700 90 33 10 2 835 76
‘encta 700 90 32 10 3 835 7
overnment Camp S.0. 700 90 30 10 3 83 78
Tamath Fall Reg.(Co.} 700 90 23 10 2 830 7
termiston 700 90 26 10 2 828 80
hilsquin 700 90 25 16 2 827 81
intario 700 90 24 10 2 826 52
fines 700 90 23 10 2 825 831 -
untington 700 90 7 10 2 809 84
laker 700 . 90 7 10 .2 809 85
oseph 700 90 6 10 1 807 86 -
‘nterprise 700 9 6 10 x - 807 a7
fur 700 90 ] 10 T 802 © 83
ake Oswego-Willamette 600 100 7 8 3. 787 89
abish Village 600 © 100 76 8 3 787 50 "
orth Bend 600 90 75 10 1 776 91
lorth Albany S.D. 600 90 76 3 2 776 92
orth Plains 600 80 77 10 1 768 93
t. Paul 600 - 80 . 76 10 1 - 767 94
ake Oswego (Harvey Way) 600 80 76 8 3 767 95
ke Oswego (Terrace) 600 80 76 é _ 3 767 96 -
ake Oswego (Evergreen) 600 80 76 8 3 767 97
ake Osvwego (Lakeview) 600 80 76 8 3 767 a8
‘lackamas Co.-(Rhoda= 600 90 66 10 1 767 99
Helsches) ' A .
b 600 80 76 10 1

100
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‘ Projéct ' River Project Step
Need Emphasfs = Segment Type Status Total  Priority

ppiicant Points _ Points Points . Points  Points Points__ fumber °
harleston-Barview S.0. 600 80 75 8 3 ?ﬁﬁi e
Vido-Tdelyld 600 80 72 10 3 765 102
est Linn (Lower 600 80 76 8 1 765 103
Tualatin) o | 8
hady Cove 600 80 71 10 2 763 . 104
erlin-Col. Valley 600 80 T 10 2 763 105
CVSA-(Central Point) 60O 80 n 8 2 761 106
(Westside} K
2uia-He3Eport 600 80 69 10 ) 760 107
iTtnomah County - 600 80 69 8 3 760 108
{Invernass #8) . l
restiam (Ruby Junction) 600 80 69 8 1 758 100
Thbia City 600 80 69 8 1 758 110 -
we | ; 600 80 67 10 ] 758 11
iggs Junction 600 80 69 8 1 758 i
ikeside 600 80 63 10 1 754 113
mes £ity 600 . 80 63 10 1 758 14
cific City $.0. 600 80 56 10 9 747 115
ipleton 600 80 54 10 2 746 116
ighuay 101 S.D. 600 80 57 8 746 7
oranne 600 80 54 10 1 745 118
IFner 600 80 48 10 2 740 119
rora 600 80 . 45 10 2 737 120
matd 600 50 76 111] 1 737 121
sibwrre (14) 600 - 50 76 8 3 737 Y2z

e 600 50 76 8 1 735 123
Loy 19E) 600 50 76 8 1 735 128
ngent 600 50 % 8 1 735 125
pine 600 50 74 10 i 735 126



Preject'

River.

'Step

R : Project ?

. : : Need Emphasis Segment Type Status Total Priority
ﬂpp?icaﬁ% _ ~ Points ~ Points Points Po{nts Points Points _ Number
il city 600 80 42 10 y 733 127
dutte Falis 600 50 7 10 2 733 1z
Twin Rocks S.D. (Barview} 600 80 41 a - 3 732 129
54 Eincoln Co. S.D. 600 80 4 8 2 731 130
foads End S.D. 600 80 41 8 2 731 131
St. Helens . 600 50 69 8 3 729 132
errill (E. Merrill) 600 90 26 10 1 721 133
Hodoe Point 600 80 28 10 1 719 134
sisters 600 80 15 10 2 707 135
Carmel - Fou?weather S.D. 600 50 I3 10 2 703 136
say~to-Bay 5.D. e 50 " 8 2 701 137
Falls City | 600 50 35 10 1 696 138
Bona. - 600 50 26 10 1 687 130
idefan 600 50 2 10 1 685 . 140
Prinevillie- (Laughiin- 600 . 50 15 8 2 675 141
Meirose) : o | g
”resceﬂt_ S 600 50 11 10 L | 672 142
Ucial 600 50 10 0 2 672 143
sumpter .60 50 7 10 1 668 144
juntura ; 600 50 7 10 1 668 145
tilverton ' 00 90 5 10 i 546 146
{i11sboro(ReD-Hestside) 400 50 77 10 "y 538 147
sitsonville (Boecknan) 400 50 76 8 2 536 148
sandy ' 400 © 50 66 8 3 527 149
Sowers ‘: 00 - 50 . Bl 10 N 512 150
Ean&éw €Johnspn§ ' 400 50 52 - 8 1 511 151
ieotts MINT - 400 .50 45 10 T 506 . 152
etrolt 400 50 2 10 1 503 153

i
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ENVIRONMENTAL

1234 5.W, MORRISON STREET @ PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 @ Telephone (503} 229-5696

TOM McCALL  To: Environmental Quality Commission
GOVERNOR - - .

From: Dirvector
. A McPHILLIES | .o .
Chalerman, MchMinaville . . .
Subject: Agenda Item No. E, April 25, 1975, EQC teeting
SRACE 5. PHINNEY
Carvalily -

o oc Proposed Criteria for Prioritizing Sewaae Works Construc-
Aninl L HALL tion Heeds for Construction Grant Purrases Tor FY 76

SAQRRIS K. CROTHERS

slerm . Background

ROMALD B8, SOMERS Public Law 92-500 authorizes 75% federal grants for con-

— struction of eligible sewerage facilities. This law and the .
T — implementing rules adopted by EPA require the state to adopt - '
 Detter a criteria for prioritizing needs for arant funding considera-
: tion. This state priority criteria must then he anproved by
EPA. Following adoption and approval of the nriority criteria,
the state must annually develop a prioritized project list and
adopt it following a public hearing.

DE{} has been operating under priority criteria avproved
by the EOC in 1973. Since that time, Federal rules, recuire-
ments and interpretations have been constantly changino, We
have now reached a point where the priority criteria must be
modified in order to get grant projects moving.

Federal reguiations (CFR 40., Section 35.015) establish
the areas of national concern which must ke addressed in the
‘priority critera, including "...the severity of pollution pro-
blems, the population affected, the need for rreservation of
high auality waters and national priorities as well as tohal
funds available, project and treatment works sequence and
additional factors established by the State....”

Attachment I contains the Department's proposed new
priority criteria. Explanation and discussion of the com-
ponents is as follows:

Discussion of Priority Criteria

1. Pfoject Heed

This classification identifics the various water

o : pollution related conditions or situations for which a
I%%ﬁg severage construction project is anticipated to be the
%&{ﬁ" < best economic and environmentally appropriate solution.

' @rnd.rrned
T SR
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The categories within this classification are ranked to
reflect national and state water pollution and water
guality related public hea]th.prioritiesw

{a} Sewerage facilities vequired by the Iandatory

Annexation legislation {ONS 222.) and the Drill

lole Elimination Regulations (OAR Chapter 340
Section 44-005 et seq.) occupy.the highest place

{n the !leeds cateoory and are numerically assiqg-

ned 100N points. The nced for sewcrage facilities
in each case is supported by specifica11y~identifieﬂ
problems for which strong requiatory actions have
been taken by DEQ or the State Health Division pur-
suant to law. _

The mandatory annexation law nrovides for a
public health survey of problem areas, a certi-
fication of existence of a health hazard erergency,
a forced annexation of the problem area to the
adjacent city, and an order to the city to construct
a sewage collection and intercention facility to
eliminate the public health hazard.

In 1969, the EQC found the practice of dis-
posal of sewage into rock crevices through "drill
ho1es”, which is used in Central Crecon, to be a
serious ground water pollution threat and adorted
reaqulations requ1r1nq an orderly phase out of all
drill holes by 1980. The Federal Water Pollution
Control Administration {now EPA) supported the
action of the Commission. Total sewerage systems
must be constructed in several communities to

achieve compliance with the regulations.

“The Federal Act (PL 92-8500) providing sewerage .
vorks grant authority to EPA allows the use of
grant funds not only for "treatment works" as
usually connoted, but also for sewage collection
systems, stonvqater collection and treatment systems,
and other related collection and treatment facilities.
To date, actual use of funds has been 1imited by DEG
{with EPA concurrence and approval) to scwage treat-
ment plants, major interceptors and rumping stations,
and plant outfall sewers. This was intended to make
the best direct pollution abatement use of the Timited
grant funds which were available. This approach is -
still the best efficient overall use of the funds.
However, it is highly desirable to be able to extend
eiigibility to secwace collection systems where such are
required by Mandatory Annexation proceedings and re-
gulations for elimination of drill hole sewage dis-
posal in urban areas. Since such projects are of
substantial water quality control and critical
public health concern, and usually are hampered
in 1mp1ementatzon by 1nord1natc]y high project
costs, it is proposed that, in this category only,
where 1t 1s specifically supported by appropriate

“E -17 ¢
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documentation, the sewage collection systems. be
included in the grant eliqib1e project costs.

The next highest cateqory of need 1nvo1vvs
those rivers and streams whose water quality is
protected by Mater Quality standards. Facilities

pecessary to achieve compliance with water quality

standards or eliminate a contribution to standards
violation would be reason for amnlyina 300 points
to the project proposed. For example, water
quatlity standards are presently exceeded in the
South Umpqua, the Puddina, the John Day and the

. Tualatin Rivers during the dry weather, low-flow

periods. This is attributable in part to the
discharge of domestic waste waters and will be improved
by providing a higher quality of effluent.

The third "Need” category, worth 770 points,
relates to facilities required to comnly with an
effluent or minimum treatment requirement.spelled
out by regulation, perm1t order or other specific
directive. Such minimum standards are usually
designed to protect high auality waters or nre-
vent degradation of existing quality.

. The fourth category of need, worth €00
points, is of considerable s1qn1f1cance more ba-
cause of its widespread occurrence than from its
measurable instream poliution impact. This is the
"Hon-Point Source" discharge affecting ground
and surface water. In many Cregon communities,
the surface discharge from failing drainfield
systems has definite health and water pollution
ramifications. The occurrence of enteric oroan-
isms in ditches and drainage ways has the effect
of threatening the health of entire communities,
as well as impacting in stream water quality. High
groundwater, constant subsurface d1sposa1 system
leaching and uncovered drainage ditches in urbanizing
arcas combine to provide the potential for serious
i1iness in a community if the problems remain ignored.
The potential is particularly acute when shallow pri-
vate water wells are utilized. These are often can-
structed without proper casing and well seals, and
provide a passage for contaminated water to reach
the shallow ground water aquifers. -Thus, irrepar-
able harm and water pollution can occur from this
common problem. It has been difficult in the past
to document the heaith hazard aspect of these prob-
lems to the satisfaction of EPA. By redefining the
category to include documentable .effect on surface
or underground waters, it is hoped EPA $ concerns
can be satisfied,

A 400 n@lnt category has been desianated to deal
with those instances where water po11ution ahatement

. E - 18
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15 not an immediate concern, but where experience

‘and technical information project an apparent future

probiem. This would relate to growing, unsevered

communities in such areas as 1akes1des, flood plains,
- or rocky terrain. ‘

Reguiatory Emphasis

A second level classification for separating nmrojects

within a priority system involves the level of interest of

the reqgulatory agencies involved. This allows a relative
ranking of projects within a specific need category, and
enphasizes those projects whose rapid progress is most
urgently needed. These qre shown below along with point
designations for the sub-grouping.

a. Environmental Quality Commission
- Order or Regulation: 100 points

"b.  DEQ issued Permit: 90 points

€. Letter directive, pre11m1nary planning approva! or

project authorization: 80 p01nts

d. Other positive written response by the Department
or Comnission related to the-desirability of ‘the
project: 50 points. :

Stream Segment Ranking _ .

'As a result of the passage of PL 92-500, the federal

“government through EPA recuires the state to submit an Annual

Strategy for Water Quality Control activities and emphasis
during the following fiscal year. A part of this strateqy

is a rank1ng of the stream segments. based on:

a. Severity of pollution

b. Population affected

¢. Need for preservation of high quality waters

d. Hational priorities.

Inasmuch as these are exactly the concerns outlined in the
federal regqulations for project priority assignments, the
Stream Segment Ranking may be directly utilized in these
criteria.

In 1973, DEQ identified and ranked 77 “stream seaments®
with highest point being number 1 and Jowest point being
number 77. The ranking reflected the best collective
Judgment of the Department of relative need for requlatory
attention. The same ranking was used in 1974 and is
proposed for use again this year. The ranking is at-
tached as Attachment II. The point assignments for
grant priority purposes will be in inverse order to

E -~ 19




5%

Collection systems are pronosed for funding where Mandatory Annex-
atfon Order or Drill Hole Elimination Regulations nccessitate a project.
It should be emphasized that such funding is anticivated to be appiic-
able in FY 76 only, in view of the fact that sufficient funds will ke
available to-accommodate the construction of necessary projects during
that fiscal year. The situation will undoubtedly be different in FY
77, and it is foreseen that the Commission will wish to review this
particular concept in detail next year before extending such eligi-
bitity. . '

RECOMMENDAT 10N

i1t is recommended that the proposed priority rankino syster be
adopted by the Commission so that a priority Tist for £77.5 million of
FY 7€ construction grant money can be developed and presented at a hear-
ing for adoption as required by federal rules. -

HLS:rgn , | |
4-18-75 - . B ' .

a',q
-
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ATTACHMENT I

Criteria for Priority Ranking
of
Sewerage Works Constructlon Needs for FY ?6

I Purpose

The criteria and rules for application set forth herein shall be
used to govern the priority ranking of jdentified sewerage works con-
struction needs for construction grant funding pursuant to applicable
state and federal law and regulations from July 1, 1975 through June 30,
1976. The criteria and rules for application shall be reevaluated
prior to June 30, 1976 to assess the necessity for changes based on
availability of funds relative to needs.

II Definition
' App]xcable def1n1t1ons from ORS Chapters 468 and 454 shall appiy,
II1 Development and Adopt1on of Project Priority List

At least annually, and prior to the beg1nn1ng of the fiscal year
related to the available grant funds, the Department shall prepare a
proposed project priority list pursuant to the criteria and rules for
application set forth herein. As required by federal rules and after.
appropriate notice, a hearing shall be held on the proposed 1ist.

~Following evaluation of testimony received and modification as neces-
sary, the Commission shall adopt a project priority list which shaill
be the official Sewage Works-Construction Grant Priority list of the
State of Oregon. The adopted list may be revised at any time following
appropriate -notice and hearing. .

IV Prior1ty Cr1ter1a
Identified needs shaI? be ranked using a numer1ca1 peint system.

" Table A contains the schedule for points asSignment within each
of the five categories of:

a} Project Need
Regulatory Emphasis

C Stream segment ranking

d Project Type

e Step Status

. Except for projects receiving 1000 total points under the Project
Need category, each need or project will be assigned appropriate
points in each of five categories. The points for each project will
then be added and sum therefrom will be the point total used for
deve10p1ng the project priority list. The project with the highest
point total will be the highest priority pro;)ect:s

¥V Rules for Application of Criteria
A Assignment of Points

Points shall be assigned for each project based on best .
available data at the time of ranking for adoption of a
T1ist. In the event additional information justifies a.
change in peint assignment, change in ranking shall be
accomplished in accordance with B or.C below.

L4
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B Additions or Eievatwon in Ranking.

Proaects may be added to the 1list or eievated in ranking
at the discretion of the Director subgect to the fQTEOW%ﬂg
© procedure:

1. Peints shail be assigned in accordance with Table A
and the point total will determine the ranking of
the project with respect to projects already on the
Tist.

2. Sponsors of those projects which have fewer total points
© than the new or re-ranked project shall be notified of
the proposed list modifications and a public hearing
shall be scheduled with appropriate notice given for the
purpose of receiving testimony on the Tist modifications.

. 3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the
Commission may adopt the mod1f1ed list as under Section
IlI.

€ - Deletion or Reduction in Ranking

Projects may be deleted from the list or reduced in ranking
by the Director without public hearing either in the event of a
project's receiving full funding, or by reassessment of point
totals or basic project desirability. Sponsors of projects thusg
deleted or reduced in ranking shall be notified of the revised
status of the project and may request a hearing before the
Commission. regarding the revised status. Such a hearing request
must be made to the Director within 20 days following receipt of
the notification of revised status and the Director shall schedule
& hearing before the Commission within 60 days.

D Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lists

1. AN projects which have received a Step II or Step 113
grant in a given fiscal year and are not completed will
automatically be placed at the top of the priority list

- for the next fiscal year in the same relative ranking
as they appeared in the prior year in order to assure
continuity and. funding. :

2. AWl projects which have not yet received any grant or
have received only a Step I grant will be subject to
repr1or1t1zat1on along with all new projects for the
next year's list.

E Project Scheduiing

Funds shall be reserved for each project for those phases
that are scheduled for initiating within three months of the end
of the fiscal year. Phases which will not be initiated within
that time frame will be scheduled for funding from subsequent
year funds. In the event of schedule slippage, the Depariment

E - 23




ATTACHMENT T

Page 3

may either reserve the funds for an additionéT'three months or may
allocate same to the next project on the list awaiting funds. Th-
Department shall notify the applicant of its intent to take such
action.

- Contingency Reserve

- A minimum of 15% of each fiscal year's allocation of grant
funds shall be set aside as a contingency reserve for grant
increases and.cost adjustments. A portion of the contingency
reserve may be allocated to initiate new projects three months
prior to the end of.the fiscal year if it appears that the total
reserve will not need to be maintained. .

VI Elgibility for Funding

A

HLS:ak

Apr1] 18, 1975

Except as noted in B below, facilities eligible for grant assis=

"tance shall be limited to sewage treatment works, interceptor

sewers, major pumping stations and pressure mains, and such public
sewer system rehabilitation as can be shown to have an obvious-cost

‘effective benefit related directly to size, effective life or

performance of the sewage treatment p]ant _ 4

For FY 76, collection systems sha]1 be eligible for grant assis-
tance where such systems are required to comply with a mandatory
annexation order issued pursuant to ORS 222 or DEQ regulations
requiring elimination of Waste Disposal Wells (OAR Chapter 340
Section 44-005 et seq). This elgibility of collection systems wili

not be extended beyond June 30, 1976 unless the Environmental

Quality Commission finds that sufficient federal funds are avail-

. able to permit extension without jeopardizing the construction

program for essential treatment works and interceptor sewers.

B - 24
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Table A o

Project Priority Ranking Criteria for FY 76

Point Point
A;signment Categories -
Project Need

1000 Total* = Project necessary to comply with mandatory annexation order
under ORS 222 or Waste Disposal Well Schedule under QAR
Chapter 340, Section 44-005 et seq. (Includes sewage col-
lection system, where appropriate).

€*Po1nts for regulatory emphasis, stream segment ranking,
project type, and step status included in total.)

800 Project necessary to achieve comp1iance with in-stream Water
Quality Standards contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4
Subdivision 1 or e11m1nate a contr1but1on to standards
v101at1on. '

700 Project necessary to comply with minimum waste treatment
" standards or effluent standards established by the Depariment
~of Environmental Quality or the Env1r0nmenta1 Protection
‘ Agenqye

600 - Project needed to minimize or eTiminate documented “non
point -source" contamination of groundwater or surface waters
relating to subsurface sewage disposal system malfunction in
known urban or urbanizing areas.

400 Project desirable for prevention of potential water poliution
: problems. .

Regulatory Emphasis .
100  Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regulation.

S0 NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit.
- 80 lLetter directive, pfe1iminary planning approval or project

authorization from the Department of Environmenta] Quaiity.
50 Other written statement of proaect desirability by DEQ or

the Commission.

Stream Segment Ranking

77 maximum Streams vanked in inverse order to that shown in "Anpual
State Water Strategy - FY 75%. .

Project Type

10 ) Sewage treatment plant projects including cost- effect%v@
" sewer rehabilitation.
g8 Interceptor sewers, major pumping stations and pressure
- mains. _ :

. ' ‘ . E - 25
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Point
Assignment

Point -
Lategories

Step Status
Step I - Facilities plan preparation.

Step Il - Preparation of plans and specifications.

Step III'ﬁ Project construction.

o



S : Attachment II

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING
“from “Annual State Water Strategy -- FY 75%

§Em§g£ ' . ' Hame of Sceqment”.3

b A " gualatin River

2’ Willamette River
»3; Cong Bay

4 Dé;chugés River

5 . ' South Umpgua River

& ‘Umpgua and North Umpqua River

7 ~ Rogue River '

8 Bear Creek )

o ) v Columbia River . -
pLi Johpﬂgay River ‘ :
il Grande Ronde River
12 Sandy River a
xs'_ Skipanon Rivey
14 Necanicum Ri?é% ' .

5 Neacoxie Creek -

16 Rehalem River K
7 | ) Hehalem Bay

18 " wilson River

is Trask Riﬁér .

20 1L amook River

21 rillamoock Bay

22 ) " Nestucca Riﬁex

{*) Named scgment includes tributaries thereto unless such tributarics

are otherwise listed.




28
29.
30
31
321
33
34
35
36
© 37
38
39'
40
43,
- 42
43
44
a5
lé%

e

Y

Name of Seqment
Hetarte Bay
Siuslaw River

Cheteo River and Chetco Cove

Coquille River

South Coguille River
Xaéuina Rivey
SbuthQQamhill River
Mi;l Creek

North Yamhill River

: Ygﬁhill River

-Pudding River

Molalla River

_South!Santiam River

Santiam and North San;iam River
Pacific Ocean

Coast Fork wiilametté River
Middle Fork Willamette River -
£lackamas River

MeKenzie River

Rickreall Creek

Luckiamute River ‘

Marys River

Calapooia Rivesr

Long Tom River

Columbia Slough

E -.28 2



Humbex

48

49

60
61
" 62
63

64

66
67
68
69
70
71

.92

Hlood River

Umatirla River
Klaﬂath Rivex

Spraguce River

Lost River

,Wiiliamson’River

Snake River

Silvies River

Salmon River

" Alsea River

Lewer Umpgqua River -

Lewis.and Clark River

“Hlaskanine River

White River

ﬁarm Springs River
Crooked River
¥etolius River

Spring River

Fall River

Little Deschutes'River

North Fork John Day River

- South Fork John Day River

Walla Walla River
Yowder River

Hallowa River

E - 29
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Hame of Seament

Dwyhee River,

- 8fiver River
ponner'and Blitzen Rivex

Chewaucan River

Thomas Creek



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE, 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696
Rébert W. Straub

GOVERNCR
B. A. McPHILLIPS . : . + . )
Chaieman, Mctiiometlle T0: Envirenmental Quality Commission
GRACE S, PHINNEY FROM: Director

Corvallis

JACKIYN 1 HALLOSK — SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. F , June 27, 1975, EQC Meeting

Portland

M°“”£¢fm““5 Public Hearing--Adoption of Rule Pertaining to Priority
Criteria for Approval, Denial, Modification or Revocation
ROMNALD M. SOMERS

T of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits for Air Contaminant
— Sources Located in a Limited Airshed

KESSLER R. CANMON
Director

Background

At the March 28, 1975 meeting of the EQC, consideration was given
to adoption of a temporary rule entitled, Priority Criteria For Approval,
Denial, Modification, or Revocation of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits
for Air Contaminant Sources Located in a Limited Airshed. The Director's
report on this proposed rule (see Attachment A) indicated:

1. Many areas of the State have reached, or are close to reaching
assimilative capacity for certain air contaminant emissions.

2. A rule for specifying priority criteria for processing air
contaminant discharge permits for air contaminant sources
located in a Timited airshed is urgently needed to provide the
Department with an equitabile and Tegal basis for approving,
denying, modifying or revoking air contaminant discharge
permits. '

The general thrust of the proposed priority criteria ruie was to
require the Department to act on permit applications in the order that
they are determined complete for processing.




P

At the March 28, 1975 EQC meeting, the Port of Portland, City of
Portland and Multnomah County indicated they wished adoption of the
priority criteria rule to be delayed to give time for thorough review
and preparation of recommendations. After consideration of this
testimony and that relatively few new air contaminant discharge permit
applications were pending, the EQC decided that adoption of the priority
criteria rule was not needed on an emergency basis. Authorization was
given to the Director at this meeting to proceed to conduct necessary
hearings in a timely manner to establish the priority criteria rule as a
permanent rule of the Department.

Subsequent to the March 28, 1975 EQC meeting, written comment on
the proposed priority criteria rule was submitted by International Paper
Company. Discussions were alsc held with the Port of Portland, who
indicated they would coordinate review and response with the City of
Portland and Multnomah County.

The Department has considered comments made by International Paper
Company and the Port of Portland and has drafted a slightly modified
version of the priority criteria rule for consideration at this public
hearing (see Attachment B}. Proposed further revisions drafted since
the public hearing notice was issued on May 28, 1975 are also shown.
These proposed revisions are generally for improving clarity of the rule.

Discussion

International Paper Company in their April 9, 1975 letter (see
Attachment C) indicated that the determination of whether a permit
application is complete for processing should not be left with the
Director and cited the example that, "There is no Timit to the amount of
data that the Director may ask an applicant to supply."

0OAR Chapter 340, Section 14-020 (14) currently requires the Director
to determine when a permit application is complete for processing and to
do otherwise would be impractical. International Paper's point is well
taken and the Department believes that a permit applicant should have an
appeal route if the applicant feels his application is complete for
processing prior to the Director making such determination. In such
case, allowing the applicant to request a hearing before the EQC would
seem to be a reasonable approach to resolve the issue. Section 33-020
(2) has been added to the proposed priority criteria rule to allow for
a hearing before the Environmental Quality Commission.

International Paper suggested that a construction schedule be
made a firm requirement of the proposed rule and that increments of
progress be required as part of the schedule. The Department agrees
that a construction schedule should be required in all cases and Section
33-025 of the proposed rule has been so modified. The Department
believes that increments of progress are implied in the context of a
construction schedule and no special mention of this in the rule is
necessary.




International Paper further suggested that a list of Timited
airsheds should be published regularly. The Department believes it has
a firm responsibility to keep the public fully informed of airshed
capacities. The Department believes this responsibility is or will be
adequately carried out by state clean air plans, air quality maintenance
plans, reports on proposed permits for significant air contaminant
sources, special significant deterioration rules and special rules such
as the Interim Policy which affects the Portland Metropolitan Area.
Closer coordination and information exchange with respect to airshed
capacities, particularly with planning agencies is expected in the near
future when planning agencies will have to provide actual work input to
the Department for development of air quality maintenance plans and area
rec1a§sification documents (required by significant deterioration
rules).

Finally, International Paper requested that permit applications be
received until airshed capacity is exhausted by facilities actually
under construction. The Department believes the proposed rule ailows
for this. However, in such circumstances, the Department would still
have the flexibility once the application is complete for processing, to
deny the permit (in cases where additional airshed capacity is
concluded to be unattainable) or, condition the permit allowing con-
struction to commence only after additional airshed capacity has been
obtained.

The Port of Portland has given the Department its comments on the
proposed rule (see Attachment D) along with some general comments made
by representatives of the City of Portland and Multnomah County. In
general, the three government bodies wish that the priority criteria not
be Timited to consideration of the applications in the order they are
determined complete for processing, but be broadened to include:

1. Consideration of community benefits,
2.  Preferential treatment for existing industries.

While these factors are understandably paramount concerns for the
community, the Department still believes that consideration of these
factors in air contaminant discharge permit priority issuance is beyond
the jurisdiction and authority of the Department. It is believed
consideration of such factors is within authority of appropriate plan-
ning agencies and local government units and should be considered at
this Tevel.

The Port of Portland's own stated policy in Attachment D provides,
"for preferential treatment for growth of maritime activity and expansion
needs of existing industries," is an example of the mechanisms available
for other government entities to prescreen potential new air contaminant
sources before the Department receives a permit application.
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The Port of Portland also expressed concern that existing industries
may not be reissued a permit if a sale or exchange of a facility occurred.
The Department believes there is no cause for concern as the priority
criteria rule would not apply in the case of sale or exchange provided
a2 new permit modification is filed by the new owner within 60 days
of the sale or exchange and uniess an exjsting facility were to be
expanded as part of the sale or exchange, in which case the priority
criteria would apply only to the expanded portion of the facility.

Finally, the Port expressed concern about the length of the con-
struction schedule (18 month maximum allowed to commence construction
with possibility of 12 month extensions by the EQC) and cited an example
of a nonviable industry causing lengthy delays to a viable industry who
is seeking a permit. The permit revocation provisiens of the priority
criteria rule (Section 33-040) allows revocation of a permit after
public hearing if construction schedules are not adhered to, or, at any
time the project is determined no longer viable. This provision should
fully satisfy the Port's concern. The revocation section has been cited
by some as a threat to obtaining financial committments for a project.
However, the need for this section is demonstrated by the Port's concern.

Conclusions

1. A rule for specifying priority criteria for processing air contaminant

discharge permits for air contaminant sources located in a Timited

airshed is needed to provide the Department with an equitable Tegal
basis for approving, denying, modifying or revoking air contaminant
discharge permits.

2. Considering community benefit factors as a priority criteria for
issuing air contaminant discharge permits is considered beyond the
jurisdiction of the Departiment, but within the jurisdiction of
planning and other governmental agencies.

3. Prescreening of proposed new air contaminant sources for desirable
community benefits by appropriate governmental units should be
feasible provided complete and prompt dissemination of airshed
capacity information is made by the Department.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission adopt the
attached proposed rule, Priority Criteria for Approval, Denial,
Modification, or Revocation of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits
for Air Contaminant Sources Located in a Limited Airshed {Attachment B)
as a permanent rule of the Department.
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Attachment A

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. F, March 28, 1975, EQC Meeting
Proposed Adoption of Temporary Rule - Priority
Criteria for Approval, Denial, Modification or
Revocation of the Air Contaminant Discharge
Permits for Air Contaminant Sources Located in
a Limited Airshed

Background

At the February 28, 1975 meeting the EQC directed
the Department to evaluate the need for adoption of a
rule containing priority criteria for processing air
permits for new or expanded air contamination sources
especially in areas where more than one potential source
may be competing for the same limited airshed capacity.

The Department and EQC have, in recent times, become
more acutely aware of the fact that alrsheds in many por-
tions of the State have reached, or are close to reaching
their assimilative capacity for certain air contaminant
emissions. This renewed sense of awareness has been
brought about by:

1. Preliminary analysis of alr guality data and

' projection of future trends in air guality
(as first steps in development of ten-year
air quality maintenance plans) which indicated
potential non-compliance with applicable air
quality standards in certain portions of the
state. ‘

2. Projected large air emigssion increases in the
Portland Metropolitan Area due to proposed
abnormal industrial growth.




3. Adoption of stringent national and state air
quality standards.

4, Adoption of national 51gn1flcant alr guality
deterioration limits.

Air Shed Management Problems

Air emission ceilings have already been established
by the EQC when the Rule Criteria for Approval of New or
Expanded Air Emission Sources in the Portland Metropolitan

Special Air Quality Maintenance Area was adopted on
October 25, 1974. Air Contaminant permits issued in con-
formance with this Rule have already used a major portion
of the-allowable emission increases.

The Department has also processed and issued air
permits for new air contaminant sources in other parts
of the State which allow use of nearly all, or all, of
the allowable air guality deterioration limits (i.e., the
Charter Energy, Inc. oil refinery near St. Helens).

With airsheds at, or near capacity and control pro-
grams to make room for future growth still in development
stages, the question has arisen many times of late as to
how the Department will eqguitably allocate remaining air-
shed capacity to future permit applicants. Even more of
a question has been raised as to how allocations will be
made in cases where there are applications for more emis-
sions than there is available airshed capacity. Finally,
concern has been raised as to how long a permittee may
hold rights to an air emission allocation while deciding
+ whether to construct an approved project.

The Department has, to some extent, faced all of
these guestions and problems in administration of the
Special Air Quality Maintenance Area Rule. The Depart-
ment has attempted to cope with these problems by pro-
cessing permits in the order they are determined to be
complete for processing and by incorporating construction
schedules in certain air contaminant discharge permits.
Special permit conditions have been written to allow
modification or revocation of a permit if the construc-
tion schedule is not adhered to (as in the case of
permits issued to Columbia Independent Refinery, Inc.
and Charter Energy Company). Complete criteria for
enforcing these special requirements has not, however,
been established by the Department in rule form.

- Development of Priority Criteria Rule

It has become increasingly apparent that priority




criteria for processing air permits for sources in a
limited airshed is urgently needed in rule form to:

A

B,

Insure equitable and legal treatment of all
air permit applicants and permittees.

Provide definitive guidelines tc the Depart- !
ment for allocating remaining airshed capacity.

Specifically identify the Department's regu~f
latory authority in matters of air emission . ;-
allocations. fo

The urgent need for a rule specifying priority
criteria for processing permits for new or expanded
air contaminant sources is further supported in light

- of:

Rapidly decreasing airshed capacity in many
areas of the State. :

Several pending permit applications,

Questionable viability of proposed new ox
expanded air contaminant sources which have
been or are about to be issued permits
(i.e., Portland Steel Mills /permit issued/.
Oregon Steel Mills and Pennwalt expansions
/permits pending issuance/).

The Department has drafted a proposed rule specify-
ing priority criteria for approval, denial, modification
or revocation of air contaminant discharge permits for
air contaminant sources located in a limited airshed
(see Attachment A). The thrust of this proposed rule
is to identify the priority criteria legally available
to the Department in processing permits in cases where
limited airshed capacity significantly restricts allow-
able emission increases (and for all practicable purposes
restricts growth). '

Discussion

The most significant items in the drafted priority
criteria rule include requiring permits to be issued in
the order that applicants are considered "complete for
processing" (defined in the draft rule). Other socio-
economic criteria such as employment and tax benefits
to the community attributable to new air emission sources
are considered beyond the jurisdictional consideration
of the Department. However, since these matters have
repeatedly been brought up at hearings for new source




air contaminant discharge permits, it is hoped that
local government officials, planning agencies, port
commissions and other responsible groups will be more
cognizant of limited airshed capacity and prescreen
potential new air emission sources before they are
brought to the Department for action.

Other significant items in the draft rule include
requirements for inclusion of a construction schedule
in applicable permits and required adherence to this
schedule. A reasonable time period to "commence con-
struction" is required to be part of the construction
schedule. A maximum 18 month period from issuance of
the permit to commencing construction is proposed. Com-
mencing construction has been defined using identical
wording contained in the EPA Prevention of Significant
Air Quality Deterioration Rule.

Criteria for Permit Denial, Modification or Revo-
cation have also been included in the draft rule,
Criteria and authorization to modify or revoke permits
are deemed necessary to allow reallocation of emissions
from projects which have been issued permits but have
become nonviable at a later date.

Conclusions

1. Many areas of the State have reached, or are
close to reaching assimilative capacity for
certain air contaminant emissions.

2, Commencing construction of certain new air
contaminant sourxces in the limited Portland
Metropolitan airshed is now considered ques-
tionable due to economic or other factors
despite the fact that air contaminant dis-
charge permits have or are about to be issued
to these sources.

3. A rule for 5pecifying priority criteria for
proce551ng air contaminant discharge permits
for air contaminant sources located in a
limited airshed is urgently needed to provide
the Department with an equitable and legal
basis for approving, denying, modifying, or
revoking air contaminant discharge permits.

Director's Recommendation

In light of the urgent need for adoptlon of a rule
contalnlng priority criteria for processing alxr contam-




inant discharge permits for new or expanded air con-
taminant sources located in limited airsheds, it is
the Director's recommendation that the Commission act
as follows:

1. Find that failure to act promptly will result
in serious prejudice to the public interest
for the specific reason that without such rule
equitable, legal allocation of limited airshed
capacity will be substantially impaired.

2. Adopt Attachment A as a temporary rule to be-
come effective immediately upon f£iling with
the Secretary of State, and

3. Authorize the Director to conduct necessary
' hearings within the 120.day time limit of the
temporary rule to establish the priority

criteria as a permanent rule of the Department.

o 770
LKL e

KESSLER‘R. CANNON
Director
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Attachment A
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Proposed additions of 6/11/75 underiined
and deletions [bracketed]

(PROPGSED) Attachment B

DIVISION ITI

ATR POLLUTION CONTROL STANDARDS
FOR AIR PURITY AND QUALITY

Subdivision {3] 2
PRIORITY CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL, DENIAL, MODIFICATION OR
REVOCATION OF AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS FOR AIR
CONTAMINANT SOURCES LOCATED IN A LIMITED AIRSHED
3§~005 PURPOSE. The purpose of this subdivision is to preovide

criteria for the Department to follow in reviewing and acting on air
contaminant discharge permit applications and pe;mits for new or ex-
panded air contaminant sources located in a limited airshed to insure
that equitable treatment is gfven to the permittee, or potential per-
mittee. |

33-010 DEFINITIONS. As used in this subdivision, unless otherwise

required by context:

(1) “Airshed" means an area of the State as determined by the

Department where air emissions from an air contaminant emission source
or sources causes or would [tend to] cause significant air quality

impact[.] such as but not limited to the Oregon portion of the Portland-

Vancouver Atr Quality Maintenance Area.

(2) "Construction" means fabrication, erection, or installation of

an affected facility[.] for which an air contaminant discharge permit

has been issued by the Department.

(3) "Commenced" means that an owner or operator has undertaken a
continuous program of construction or modification, or that an owner or
operator has entered into a binding agreement or contractual obligation
to underfake and complete, within a reasonable time, a continuous

program of construction or modification.
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(4) "“"Complete for Processing” means all information requested of
the permit applicant has been received by the Department br necessary
fact-finding measures deemed necessary by the Director are complete as
defined in Oregon Administrative Rules (0AR) Chapter 340, Division I,
Subdivision 4, Section 14-020. '

(5} "Deaterioration Limits" means allowable increase in air pollutant
concentrations over baseline ajr quality as defined in the Federa)
Register, Volume 39, No. 235, dated December 5, 1974.

(6) "New or Expanded Air Contaminant Sogrpe“ means an air éoﬁ—
tamination source, as defined in ORS 468.275, whose construction,
installation, establishment, development, modification, or enlargement
is authorized by the Department after the effective date of this reg-
u1at10n.r

33-015 APPLICABILITY. Provisions of this subdivision shall
apply to air contaminant sources for which permits to construct and
operate new or expanded‘faci11ties have not been issued as of the

effective date of this regulation, ahd, as determined by the Department,

in:

(1} Any area of the State where specific allowable air emission
increases or air emission ceilings have been identified.

(2) Any area of the State where applicable air quality standards
or deterioration limits restrict air emission increases.

(3) Any area of the State where air emissions may threaten public

health or welfare.




33-020 CRITERIA.

(1) In reviewing applications for air contaminant dfscharge per-
mits for new or expanded air contaminant sources located in areas in
which this regulation is applicable, the Department shall determine
whether the air contaminant emissions from the source can be accom-
modated in the airshed and shall, when it is determined that issuance of
a permit for a proposed facility may preclude issuance of a permit for
other facilities in the foreseeable future, issue such permits to permit
applicants in the order that applications are considered complete for
processing and only to the.extent that air emissions would not con-
stitute cause for permit denial in accordance with Section 33-030.

(2) If the permit applicant believes his application is complete
for processing prior to the Department making such determination, the
applicant may reguest a hearing before the Commission. Such a request
for hearing shall be made in writing to the Director. If the Commission
finds that the app]icat{on was complete for processing at the time the
applicant requested the hearing, then the application will be considered
complete for processing as of the date of the reguest for hearing for
the purpose of permit issuance criteria in Subsection (1) of this
Section.

33-025 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE REQUIREMENT. 1In the case where the
Department determines that a new or expanded source may use a signifcant
portion of the airshed and that issuance of a permit for the proposed
facility may preclude issuance of a permit for other facilities in the
future, the Départment fmay:] shall:

(1) Require a construction schedule from the permit applicant.

(2) Incorporate this schedule in the applicant's air contaminant

discharge permit.
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(3} Require adherence to this construction schedule.
The construction schedule shall include a date when construction will be
commenced. This date shall be based on a reasonable time for commencing
construction of the project considering the magnitude of the project and
other relevant facts; but in no case, shé11 the date for commencing
construction exceed eighteen (18) months from the date of issuance of
the permit. 7

33-030 PERMIT DENIAL. The Department may deny iséuance of an
air contaminant discharge permit for a new or expanded source if air
emissions will:

(1) Cause applicable air quality standards to be exceeded.

(2} Cause applicable deterioration limits to be exéeeded.

(3) Cause any area emission rule to be exceeded.

(4) Cause air quality impact which may threaten public health or
welfare.

33-03b6 PERMIT MODIFICATION. The Department may modify the
construction schedule required in Section 33-025 only after Public
Hearing and upon presentation of facts that the project is sti13 viable.
Such modification shall nct exceed a twelve (12) month period.

33-040 PERMIT REVOCATION. The Department may revoke an air
contaminant discharge permit after Public Hearing if the construction
schedule required in Section 33-025 is not adhered to or [it is determined]

if the Environmental Quality Commission determines at any time that the

project is no longer viable.

June 11, 1975




Attachment C

INTERNATIONAL PAPER CORMPARNY
LONG-BELL DIVISION

BOX 579, LONGVIEW, WASHINGTON 88632, PHONE (208) 42382110

April 9, 1975 State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF EMVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

RE@EUWE@

APR 111975

Environmental Quality Commission
1234 S. W. Morrison Street , OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

‘Portland, OR 97205
Dear Sirs:

The following commentary pertains to the proposed temporary rule for "priority
Criteria for Approval, Denial, Modification or Revocation of the Air Contaminant
Discharge Permits for Alr Contaminant Sources Located in a Limited Airshed."

33-010(4)

The determination of whether or not a particular application is "complete for
processing' should not be left to the discretion of the Director. There is no
limit to the amount of data the Director may ask the applicant to supply. This
could be used as a delay tactic to exclude certain industry which has a legal
right to the airshed on a priority basis but which meets with the disfavor of
the Director, the Commission or various other persons or public agencies which
could use the "complete for processing" eriterion to attempt to exclude these
sources.

A more equitable solution is to assign priorities on the basis of the order of

receipt by the Department of specially designed application forms completed by

the applicant. These forms would be developed by the Department for the dual

(and only) purposes of establishing the seriousness of an applicant's commit-

wiment to construct and to obtain data on the expected air emissions from the
source. Once the application form has been received and the applicant’'s
priority assured, additional Information can be requested to complete the
processing. .

LY

33-025

. The first paragraph ending with "...the Department may:" should be changed to
read "...the Department shall:." The construction schedule is an important
~and integral part of the priority process and is .necessary to prevent specu-

lative airshed appropriating by applicants.
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Another paragraph should be added requiring that the construction schedule
contain incremented reports of progress so that the Department and potential
applicants can be kept informed of progress.

General

A list of "Limited Airsheds" and data indicating their status should be
published on a regular basis by the Department.

A statement should be added requiring the Department to accept and process

all applications received until the alrshed capacity is exhausted by facilities
actually under construction. This will allow applicants to apply without having
to wait 18 to 30 months while previous applicants decide whether or not to
actually begin construction.

The priority establishing process should be incorporated into any pending or
existing legislation aimed at streamlining permitting procedures. At least
one such bill is presently under consideration,

Very truly yours,

7.. § /,’ . )

OLIVER A. FICK
Coordinator, Environmental Services

T

QAF :md

cc: W. P. Miller
R. S. Pardo




Attachment D

Siate of UrGgDH .
DEPARTMENT GF ENVIRCHMENTAL QUALITY

JUN Y 197 =

AR QUALITY CONTROL

Mr. Johng
Chief dT /Technical Services 505 /233-8351
Department of Environmental Quality WX, 910-464-6151
1234 S.W. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon

PROPOSED ADOPTION OF TEMPORARY RULE - PRIORITY CRITERIA
FOR AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS

The Port has reviewed and supports the idea of a priority criteria;
however, the Port believes the following items should be considered
before the proposed rule is adopted.

® Assessment of community benefits
® Support of existing industry
e Viability of applicants

If the EQC adopts the rule as proposed, consideration of community
benefits such as employment influence and linkage industries may not
be fully explored. In the written discussion of the proposed rule to

" the EQC the Department hopes that, ''. . . responsible groups will be
more coghizant of limited airshed capacity and prescreen potential

new air emission sources . . .'"" Since the proposed rule essentially
requires the Department to issue permits on a first come, first served
basis, the consideration of community benefits may not be accomplished,

Port of Portland policy provides for preferential treatment for growth
in maritime activity and expansion needs of existing industries. The
criteria proposed by the Department shouid also encourage enhancement
of existing activities and industries.

In addition, present Department regulations require revocation of per-
mits upon sale or exchange of the permitted facilities. To assure
marketability, an existing facility should be able to guarantee a
relssuance of a permit to a new owner upon sale or exchange of the
facility. This assurance should be provided under the proposed rule,
but it should be contingent upon establishment of highest and best
emission controls at the facility.

iflcan ¢

O fokyo,
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Mr. John Kowalczyk
May 30, 1975
Page 2

The criteria as proposed puts the incentive on completing an applica-
tion and receiving a permit. The emphasis should be on an organized
and well planned project. The inclusion of a construction schedule
does monitor the viability of a project, however, allowing up to 18
months and a possibility of 30 months for initiation of construction
is too Tong. This policy could result in over a two-year delay for
an industry which is making a good faith effort because airshed capa-
city has been committed to a non-viable source.

A copy of this letter and a request to meet jointly to discuss the
shori~ and long-term impact of the proposed rule has been forwarded
to the City and County.

Thank you for the opportunity to make comments, and if you have any
guestions, please contact me.

Clifford Hudsick
Planning Manager

P16E




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 @ Telephone (503) 229-5696

Rebert W. Straub
GOVERNOR

B, A. McPHILLIPS W‘Q‘M

Chairman, McMinnville

A e To: Environmental Quality Commission

G 0% Fram: Director

O e O cubject: Agenda Item G, June 27, 1975,EQC Meeting

e Dl Consideration of Adoption of Proposed Temporary Rules
— Regarding Subsurface Sewage Disposal and Pertaining

CESSLER R, CANNON Specifically to (1) Increases in Certain Fees, (2)
Diractar Granting of Variances, (3) Regiopal Modifications,

(4) Reduced Setback from Intermittent Streams, and
(5) Prior Approvals,

Background

Two recently enacted Bills, SB 297 which is now Chapter 167,
Oregon Laws 1975, and SB 34, Chapter 309, Oregon Laws 1975, are now
in effect and require early adoption of administrative rules for
implementation of certain provisions contained therein.

SB 297 authorizes the Commission to increase greatly the fees
charged for construction or installation permits and for site
evaluation reports. Under the new Taw the construction permit fee
which is now $50 can be increased to $199 and the site evaluation
fee which is now $25 can be increased to $75. As in the previous
law the site evaluation fee is a part of or applies toward the
construction fee. The present aiteration, repair or extension fee
of $15 can be increased to $25. The $100 sewage disposal service
business ticense is to remain unchanged. These changes were approved
by the LegisTature in response to the requests of certain counties
for larger fees in order to finance more adeguately their program
costs. The maximum fees aliowed under this.new Taw have also been
approved by the Department's Citizens' Task -Force (CTF)‘and the
Department's appropriation bill for the 1975-1977 biennium as ap-
proved by the Legislature is based on charging the maximum amounts.

BRTR
g
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SB 297 also provides that counties performing the subsurface
program by contract with the Department may, if they so desire,
request of the Commission the authority to charge fees less than
the maximum if they can demonstrate the ability to finance their
programs with lower fees.

SB 34 provides that the Commission may grant variances from
the particular requirements of any rule or standard pertaining to
subsurface sewage disposal under such conditions as it may consider
necessary to protect the public health and welfare and to protect
the waters of the state. The Commission is required to delegate
the power to grant variances to special variance officers appointed
by the Director. A maximum fee of $150 can be charged each applicant
for a variance. Counties may enter into agreements with the Department
to perform the variance duties.

SB 297 also contains a provision which allows the Commission
to adopt rules for subsurface sewage disposal that may vary in
different areas or regions of the state in order to take advantage
of differences in local conditions.

There are two other sections of the existing rules pertaining
to subsurface sewage disposal which need to be considered further
at this time. One of them pertains to prior approvals and the other
to the minimum required setback from intermittent streams. At the
May 23, 1975 Commission meeting the deadline date for applications
for permits based on prior approval was changed from July 1, 1975
to September 1, 1975 and the date for completion of the installation
of the systems under prior approval permits was changed from July 1,
1976 to September 1, 1976. The proposal that the minimum required
setback from intermittent streams be changed from 100 feet to 50
feet was not acted on at the May 23rd Commission meeting.

Conclusions

1. It is necessary that the present rules {(Sections 72-010
and 72-020) be amended by the Commission so as to conform to the
changes made by the 1975 Legislature in ORS 454.745 with regard to
increased fees and the requirement that governmental units which
were previously exempt now be charged fees under this program. The
proposed rule changes are contained in Item A of Attachment 1. In
conformance with the Department's appropriation bill approved by the
Legislature for the '75-'77 biennium the increased fees need to
become effective July 1, 1975,

2. Pursuant to the provisions of SB 34 (Chapter 309, Oregon
Laws 1975) which become effective on June 12, 1975 it is necessary
that rules be adopted to establish criteria for the granting of
variances, the appointment of variance officers, the submission of
applications and the charging of fees. The proposed rules are contained
in Attachment 2.
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3. Pursuant to authority granted in Section 2 of SB 297, which
became effective on May 19, 1975, it is advisable that regional rules
be adopted to permit installation of subsurface sewage disposal systems
in low rainfall areas where certain types of soils exist over shallow
restrictive or impervious layers. Observations of systems previousiy
installed under such conditions have indicated that with certain.
modifications they can be expected to operate satisfactorily. The
proposed rules are contained in Attachment 3.

4. It has been determined that the required setback of sub-
surface systems from intermittent streams can be reduced from 100 feet
to 50 feet without causing water pollution or creating a health hazard.
This change will permit the development of certain parcels or lots
which are not large enough to meet the present requirements. The
change in this rule needs to be approved without delay in order to
take advantage of the current building season. The proposed rule
change is contained in Item B of Attachment 1.

5. It 1is the conclusion of the Department that the deadlines
for prior approval permits and completion of construction adopted
by the Commission on May 23, 1975, namely September 1, 1975 and
September 1, 1976, respectively, should not be further extended.
With the adoption by September 1, 1975 as mandated in SB 297 of
alternative systems ruies and the proposed adoption at this meeting
of provisions for granting of variances pursuant to SB 34 there
should no longer be any compelling reason for granting of permits
based on prior approvals. It is recommended, however, that the
present rule be amended to allow prior approval construction permits
to be transferable during the 1ife of the permit. This, for example,
would allow a developer who had obtained a prior approval permit
to transfer it to a new buyer before the deadline date. This proposed
rule change is contained in Item C of Attachment 1.

6. Failure to act promptly in the adoption of rules pertaining
to the aforementioned jtems will result in serious prejudice to the
public interest for the specific reasons that the Department will
be without authority to collect fees in the amounts directed by
the Legislature and without proper criteria or standards for the
granting of variances as authorized by legislative action, property
owners in low rainfall areas with certain soil conditions or with
small Tots adjacent to intermittent streams will be prevented or
unduly delayed in developing their properties, and the transfer

of prior approval permits will be prohibited. Pursuant to ORS
- 183.335(2) the Commission may adopt temporary rules to be effective
immediately upon filing with the Secretary of State and for a period
of 120 days thereafter.
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Recommendations

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take
the following actions:

1. Enter a finding that failure to act promptly in the above
matters will result in serious prejudice to the public
interest for the specific reasons stated above, and

2. Adopt the proposals contained in attachments 1, 2 and 3
as temporary rules to be filed immediately with the
Secretary of State and to become effective on July 1,

1975.
/ P
4 z"/j 7
Al

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

KHS vt
6/10/75
Attachments 1, 2 and 3




Ttem A
72-010(1)

72-010(2)
72-020(1)
72-020(2)

Item B
71-020(2)

Item C
71-015(8)

Attachment 1

Proposed
Temporary Rules
Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340
Division 7

Delete the fee table and substitute the following:

"Subsurface or Alternative Sewage Disposal System Fee
Construction Instaflation Permit [$50] $100
Alteration Permit [$15] $ 25
Repair Permit [$15] $ 25
Extension Permit [$15] $ 25

Sewage Disposal Service Business License $100"
Delete the entire subsection. Renumber 72-010{(3) as 72-010(2).
Evaluation Fees - Delete "$25" and substitute "$75“.

Delete the entire subsection.
Substitute a new subsection 72-020{2) to read as follows:

"A twenty-five:dollar ($25) fee shall be charaed for renewal
of an expired permit issued under QRS 454.655."

Table of minimum separation distances. In subsection (c) of the
table delete the following:

"or intermittent streams including groundwater interceptors
and cut banks or ditches which intercept groundwater".
Add a new subsection (g) to read as follows:

"(g) Intermittent streams including groundwater interceptors
and cut banks or ditches which intercept groundwater"

Sewage Disposal Septic Tanks and
Area Other Treatment Units:

50 £t." "50 ft."

At the end of this subsection add the following sentence:

"Construction permits issued under this subsection
are transferrable during the life of the permit".
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L (Proposed) Attachment 2
" Rules Pertaining to Granting of Variances

DEFINITIONS. Definitions contained in OAR Chapter 340 71-010 shall apply

as applicable.

VARIANCES AUTHORIZED. Pursuant to authority granted by the Commission

under the provisions of Chapter 309, Oregon lLaws 1975, a special variance

officer may grant specific variances from the particular requirements of

the rules or standards pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal systems

if he finds that: _

(1} The subsurface sewage disposa} system will function in a satisfactory
manner so as not to create a;pﬁﬁfig‘heaith hazard, or to cause water
poliution; and '

(2) Special physical conditions exist which render strict compliance un-
reasonable, burdensome or impractical.

VARIANCES PROHIBITED.

No variance shall be granted for any parcel or lot that contains an area

suitable for installation of a subsurface system that would comply with

OAR 71-020 to 71-035,

VARIANCE CRITERIA. Variances may be granted where:

(1) Depth to impervious layer is Tess than thirty-six (36) inches.

(2) Depth toc restrictive layer is less than thirty (30} inches.

(3) Depth to temporarily perched water is less than twenty-four (24)
inches. ' | '

(4) The permanently perched water or permanent water table would be less
than four {4) feet below the bottom of the absorption facility's
effective sidewall. S

(5) Slopes exceed twenty-five (25) percent.

(6} Depth to coarse grain material is less than thirty-six (36) inches.

(7) Winimum sepakation distances would be Tess than those specified
in OAR 71-020(2).

(8) Cuts or fills exist.

VARIANCE OFFICERS ‘ _

(1) Variances may be granted only by special variance officers appointed
by the director.

(2) To be appointed as "Acting Variance Officer” an individual must:

(2) Be a sanitarian registered under the provisions of ORS 700.020,
unTess otherwise qualified under ORS 700.025;

(b) Have three (3) years full time experience in subsurface sewage
disposal methods since January 1, 1970; one year of which shall
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have been in Oregon since January 1, 1974; and
(¢c) Have attended one or more seminars, workshops or short courses
pertaining to soils and their relationship to subsurface scwage
disposal.
(3) To be appointéd "Wariance Officer” an individual must in addition to
" the above requirements complete a course for variance officers developed,
sponsored and conducted by the Department and Oregon State University.

(4) Counties having in effect an agreement with the Department pursuant to
ORS 454.725 to perform the duties of the Department under ORS 454.635,
454.655, 454,665 and 454,695 may request an agreement to perform the
variance duties of the Department within that county. In case of such
request, the county governing body shall submit for consideration of
the director the name and credentials of the individual proposed for ap-
pointmeht as variance officer.

APPLIGATIONS | | |

Applications shall be made to the Department or agreement county as appropriate{

Each application shall be accompanied by a site evaluation denial, unless |

waived by the variance officer, and by plans and specifications for the pro-

posed system for which a variance is being requested. Each request for a

- variance shall be heard by the apprepriate variance officer within thirty

- (30) days after the date on which a comp]eted application is received. A

decision shall be made in writing by the variance officer within forty-

five (45} days after completion of the hearing on the variance request.

If the variance is granted the variance officer shall set forth the specifi-

cations, conditions and Tocation of the proposed system. The variance shall

run with the land. Each request for a variance shall be heard in the county
within which the parcel of real property described in the request is located.

The burden of presenting the supportive facts shall be the vesponsibility

of the appiicant; |

FEES

To meet administrative expenses of hearings, a nonrefundable fee of one

hundred and fifty (150) dollars shall accompany each application for a

variance to be acted upon by the Department. The Department shall disburse

twenty-five (25) dollars of the variance fee to counties under agreement
pursuant to ORS 454.725. Such counties shall issue construction periwits,
perform final inspection of installed systems and issue Certificates of  _

Satisfactory Completion in cases where variances are granted... Fees sub-.--

mitted with applications to counties under agreement to perform variance

-2.
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IX.

XI.

duties shall be in accordance with the fee schedule established by the
county, not te exceed one hundred and fifty (150) dollars per application.

Fees collected by a county with a variance agreement may be retained by

that county to meet administrative expenses of hearings.

HEARINGS

The variance officer shall hold a public information type hearing on each
application for a variance at which time the variance officer will receive
pertinént testimony from any interested person. The variance officer may
visit the site of the proposed system if he deems it necessary to his
reaching a decision. '

APPEALS '

Decisions of the variance officer to grant a variance may be appealed to
the Environmental Quality Commission. A decision of the variance officer
to deny a variance is final and not subject to administrative appeal.
INSPECTION OF INSTALLED SYSTEM

Each system installed as a result of a variance shall be inspeéted by the
Department or by the couﬁty in counties under agreement pursuant to ORS
454.725. Systems found to be in compliance with the provisions of the
construction permit and the conditions imposed therein shall be issued a
certificate of satisfactoﬁy completion. |

Systems fai]fng to comply with the provisions of the construction permit
and the conditions imposed therein shall not be cperated or used until

a certificate of satisfactory completion is issued.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW '

The Department may review all records and files of variance officers to
determine compliance oy noncompliance with the provisions of these rules.




PROPOSED TEMPORARY Attachment 3
GEOGRAPHIC REGION RULES

I. DEFINITIONS (1) The definitions contained in ORS 454.605 and OAR 71-070 shall
apply as applicable.
(2) "Geographic Region Rule" - Means a subsurface sewage disposal rule that is appli-

cable to certain geographic regions of the state but not to the entire state, as
authorized in ORS 454.615 (1).

I1. GEOGRAPHIC REGION RULE A. (1) In areas where the mean annual precipitation does
not exceed twenty (20) inches subsurface sewage construction permits may be issued
for'parcels of land with shallow top soil provided:

(a) A restrictive or impervious layer, or bedrock, is not less than eighteen (18)

(b)

(c)
(d)

(e)
(f)
{(9)

(h)

inches below the ground surface.

The soil is sand, loamy sand, sandy.loam, loam, silt Toam or silt (as defined in
OAR 71-010 and as classified in soil textural classification chart) from the
ground surface to the layer described in (a), or in areas where the mean annual
precipitation does not exceed ten (10) inches the soil. is sand, Joamy sand,
sandy loam, sandy clay Toam, Toam, clay loam, silt loam, silty clay loam or

sitt (as defined in 0AR 71-010 and as classified in soil textural classifica-
tion chart) from the ground surface to the layer described in (a).

The stope of original ground surface does not exceed twelve percent (12%).

The disposal trench is installed so that its bottom is not less than six (6)
inches above the layer described in (a) and a capping fill of the same type

soil as found in the uppermost horizon is installed in accordance with designs
contained in Diagram 1 attached. The capping fi11l shall provide at least twelve
(12) inches of cover, after settling, over the top of the gravel in the disposal
trench. The system shall be sized according to 30" to restrictive layer in the
table in OAR Chapter 340 71-030 {minimum sidewall seepage area in square feet
per 150 gallons daily waste flow determined from type of soil versus depth of
restrictive layer).

The repair area shall not be disturbed.

Vegetation shall be removed from the original soil surface.

Serial distribution systems shall be used on original soil slopes of 3-12%.
Where serial systems are used, the capping fill shall be sioped so as to extend
a minimum of 25' downgrade from the Towest disposa] trench.

With the exception of the requirements in this subsection all other conditions
required by OAR Chapter 340 71-005 through 71-035 and appendices must be met.

(2) Two (2) four (4) inch monitoring wells may be required and shall be placed within
the capping fill down to the restrictive layer and extending four (4) inches above
finished grade.

June 10, 1975
Revision
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TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR

B, A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnville

GRACE 5. PHINMEY
Corvallis

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK
Porttand

MCRRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem

RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles

KESSLER R, CANNON
Director

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S, W, MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 @ Telephone {503) 229-5696

Memorandum

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. I, June 27, 1975, EQC Meeting

- Variance Request: Willamette Industries
Sweet Home, Linn County, Oregon

Background

Willamette Industries, Sweet Home Division, applied to the Mid-
Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority (MWVAPA) for a variance from
MWR 33-005 which prohibits open burning by industrial sources. Willamette
Industries wishes to burn about 500 cubic yards of wood waste which has
accumulated at their mill disposal site. The wood waste consists of
demolition material and charred log remains which are contaminated with
either metal hardware or rock and dirt debris. The demolition material
is located on a bluff, while the log ends are located nearby in a low area.

After conducting an inspection visit of the disposal site, the
Regional Authority recommended.that its Board deny the variance request.
However, the Board granted the variance request at its June 10, 1975,
meeting for a one-time burn and subject to certain requirements and limitations;
the Regional Authority is now in agreement with the imposed Timitations
and restrictions.

Copies of both the variance request from the Regional Authority and
the Order Granting the Yariance are attached.

Discussion

Field personnel from the MWVAPA conducted an inspection of the disposal
site on May 20, 1975, with Mr. Chuck Russel of Willamette Industries. The
Regional “Authority concluded in their variance request report that:

1. A majority of the material to be burned is demolition material,
not sawmill residue.
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The disposal site has been owned by Willamette Industries for many
years and the wood waste has accumulated there over the past
several years.

No alternative methods of disposal, especially for the demolition
debris, have been developed, despite knowledge about the prohibition
oh industrial burning.

Part of the wood waste, the Tog remains, could be buried, as they
are Tocated in a Tow area.

Based on these conclusions, the Regional Authority recommended denial

of the variance request. Their chief concerns were:

1.

Demolition material should be disposed of in a landfill or by using
a controlled combustion device, such as a Port-a-Pit incinerator,
not by open burning.

Considering the Tength of time that Wiilamette Industries has owned
and managed the Sweet Home site, alternate means for disposing of the
wood waste should have been developed.

Finally, that by granting a variance for open burning this year,
Willamette Industries might anticipate requesting and receiving an
open burning variance for similar circumstances in the future.

The Board found in their hearing that "other methods of disposal are

not feasible or practical, and [that] if such piles of material are not
disposed of [they] will constitute a fire hazard. The Board also concluded
that therefore the variance could be granted on grounds that strict
compliance with the rules of this Authority would be burdensome and
impractical.

Conclusions:

1.

The Board of the Regional Authority (MWVAPA) approved a variance
request from Willamette Industries for a one-time open burning of
mill demolition material.

The open burning will include only wood waste.

The open burning is not expected to cause a violation of ambient
air quality standards.

The Regional Authority has some legitimate concerns, mainly that

in the future Willamette Industries should consider alternatives

to disposing the demolition debris by open burning and that granting
this variance request does not encourage the company to anticipate
another open burning variance for similar circumstances in the
future.
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5. The Environmental Quality Commission is empowered by ORS 468,345
to grant this variance.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Environmental Quality
Commission approve the variance request granted by the Board of Directors
of the Mid Willamette Vailey Air Pollution Authority as submitted.

The variance granted by the Board permits Willamette Industries, Inc.,
a one-time open burning of mill demolition material at their Sweet Home
sawmill plant site in Linn County, Oregon, subject to the following
requirements and Timitations:

1. The material shall be bunched into piles that can be
burned safely and in a controlled manner.

2. The piles shall be as free of dirt as possible.

3.  Auxiliary equipment such as fans shall be used so that
combustion is essentially complete.

4. Twenty-four hour surveillance of the fire shall be
conducted with restacking accomplished when necessary.

5. After disposal has begun at the site, burning shall be
completed after three calendar days.

7
s e
P _
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"/ KESSLER R. CANNON
" Director

}

™

Attachments

AFB:6/19/75




MICHAEL D, ROACH
Cirecior

MID WILLAMETTE VALLEY

2585 STATE STREET / SALEM, OREGON 97301 / TELEPHONE AC BO3 /581 -1718

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT DF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

June 16, 1975 i% E @ @ I] \W E
i JUN 1714975

Kessler Cannon, Director
Department of Environmental Quality " ‘ ,
1234 S.W. Morrison OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Portland, Oregon 97205

SUBJ: VARIANCE GRANTED BY THE MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION
AUTHORITY TO WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES, SWEET HOME

Dear Mr. Cannon:

Pursuant to ORS 468.345, enclosed for your review is a copy of

a variance granted to Willamette Industries on June 10, 1975

to open burn wood demolition material at their Sweet Home plant.
Also enclosed is a copy of the staff report concerning this
variance reguest presented to the Authority's Board of Directors.

If you have any guestions on this matter, please do not hesitate
to contact the Authority.

Sincerely,

David St. Louis
Acting Interim Director

DS/ls/023

Encl.

MEMBER COUNTIES: BENTON / LINN / MARION / POLK / YAMHILL

100% RECYCLED PAPER




BEFORE THE MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY
AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY

In the Matter of the Application
for Variance

)
)
)
of ) ORDER GRANTING VARILNCE
WEILIAMPTTE INDUSTRIRBS, INC. g

This matter came oh regularly before the Board of Lirectors
of the Mid-Willamette Valley 3ir Pollution Agthoriﬁy on June 10,
1975 upon the application of Willamette Industries, Inc. for n
warisnce fr@m the Ruls ©f thig ﬁuthority prohibiting open burning,
baing MWR 33-003,

The Board havinq conglidered the written report of ite staff
2pd the evidence, finds that the conditions of ORS 468,345 hrve
been met in thet demolition material has sccumulated for = number
of yeors ot the Eweet Home plant consisgting of timbere, planks
snd gimilar débris, 2nd such materirls crnnot be chipped or used
ag hog fuel and oﬁher methods of disposrble are not féaaible or
practical, and if gueh piles of materinl are not disposed of will
constitute »n fire hezrrd, by reeson of which strict compliance with
the rules of thies futhority would be burdengsome and Impracticsl,
Now Therefore,

Ol MOTION duly mede, seconded and pasged, it v=g recolved by
the Bomrd ne followes

IT IS HITREBY ORDERED thrt the =pplicetion of Willrrette
rn@ustrieﬂ, Inc. for cpen durning of mill demolition mrterind
at thelr fweet Home szwmill plent site 4n Linn County, Gicgon,
be and the same hereby is grronted for a one-time hurping subject

to the following requiramente »nd limitations:s



1. 7The meterial shall bes bunched into pllea that can be
burned safely and in a controlled mannsr,

2. The piles ghall ke 28 free of dirt e possible.

%, Auwilisry equipment such =s fazns shall be uzed zo that
cambugtion ig essentially complete.

4, Twenty-four hour surveillsnce of the fire shall be
genducted with restacklng sccomplished when necessary.

5, after digsposgal has begun at the gite, burning shall he
completead after three calendar dnys,

IT I3 FURTHER ORDERED thet = trﬁe copy of this order shall
be forthwitb filed with the Oregon Environmental Cuality Commission
and » true copy forthwith melled teo Willamette Industries, Inc.

LATED this /&7 day of June, 1975,
L& day

MID=-vILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR

Chairman

Attast:

/j( e LA Tt

Soeting Dleactor
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MICHAEL D. ROACH
Director

MID WILLAMETTE ‘VALLEY'

2588 STATE STREET / SALEM, OREGON 97301 J TELEPHONE AC 503/581-17158

To: Board of Directors
From: David St. Louis
Date: June 10, 1975

Subi: Variance Request - Willamette Industries, Sweet Home

" Background

Willamette Industries, Sweet Home Division, has applied to- the
Authority for a variance from MWR 33-005 which prohibits open
burning by industrial sources. The company has requested to burn
log ends and pleces which are charred remains of the plant's
abandoned burning dump and wood demolition material which has

been accumulating at the dumpsite for several years.

Discussion

An inspection of the site conducted on May 20, 1975 with Mr. Chuck
Russell of Willamette Industries, revealed approximately 500 cubic._-
yards of demolition material consisting of timbers, planks, and
other debris situated on the top of the ridge formlng the Gump .

site and an undetermined amount of charred log remains in a dikch
at the bottom. The demolition material appeared to contain too
much contamination material to be chipped or used as hogfuel.

-The log remains at the bottom of the site were mixed with a

number of discarded oil drums, a piece of old furnlture, and other
debris which has been dumped at the site.

The closest public landfill to the site is Lebanon, which can take
the material. Cosits involvad in hauling the debris to the site
were not available.

At the present time the material does not present a fire ha?ard
however this situation will soon change.

Willamette Industries does not own an air curtain incinerator and
the leasing and transporting of one to this area would be im-
practical due to the limited amount of material to be burned.

Conclusions

g

1. ‘The majority of the material requested to be burned is demolition
material and not sawmill residue which results from the proces-
sing of timber.

MEMBER COUNTIES: BENTON / LINN / MARION / POLK / YAMHILL
100% RECYCLED PAPER




Page 2
Willamette Industries, Sweet Home, Variance Reguest
June 10, 1975 )

2. The property has been under the control of Willamette Industrle
-~ for many years, unlike the recently acquired Bauman and
Indianola plants at which burning of accumulated sawmill
residue was allowed last month undexr a variance.

3. No alternate means of disposal has bheen develoPed as debris
has been accumulating on the site for several years despite
knowledge of the ban on industrial open burning.

4, Discussion with DEQ personnel has revealed that the log
remains in the low area could be buried once the oil drums
are removed. :

Director's Recommendation

The Director recommends, in light of the above conclusions, that
the request for a variance from the open burning regulations be
denied. :

F

e

David 5t. Louls, Actlng Interim Director




Rohert W. Straub

GOVERNOR

B. A, McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnviile

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallis

JACKLYN |, HALLOCK
Porfland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem

RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles

KESSLER R. CANNON
Diractar

HUSSION

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COI

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. $7205 @ Telephone {503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Ttem J, EOQC Meeting, June 27, 1975

Open Field Burning Status Report

Subsequent to the passage of Senate Bill 311, which requires open
field burning to be phased down to not more than 50,000 acres after
1977 vrather than being banned after January 1, 1975, the Deparitment
is considering the necessary modification to 0AR Chapter 340, Sections
26-005 through 26-020.

A proposed rule will be available for review and comment by the
Commission at the June 27, 1975 meeting. This draft rule will not
be complete due to the time constraints.

A final proposed rule will be presented to the Commission for its
consideration at a special hearing to be held for the express purpose
of receiving testimony pertaining to and the consideration for the
adoption of the rules dealing with open field burning, on or before
July 10, 1975,

Attachment - SB 311

S,

ERpEL s |

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

RLV:h 6/20/75




OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBL Y1875 REGULAR SESESION
C. N GR@SSE@
Senate Bill 811

Ordered by the Senate June 14
(Inclndmg Amendments by Senate March 31 and by House June 5
and by Second Conference Committes June 14)

. "Sponsored by Senators GROENER, THORNE, POWELL, Representatives
t BYERS, BUNN, GROENTR JONES LINDQUIST WALDEN

SUMMARY

The following summaory is not prepared by the sponsors of tha
measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject to con-

 slderation by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief
statemeat of the essentlal features of the measure,

Requires field burning permits to be issued in certain connties by De-
. partment of Environmental! Quality. Permits Environmental Quality Com-
- rission to delegate duty to deliver permits to county governing body or fire

chief of rural fire protection district,

Requires field burning, instead of being banned after January 1, 1975,
to be phased down iv not more than [50,000 acres after 1377] 85,060 acyes
in 1977. Thereafter, permits for the burning of not more than 50,000 acres
may be issued after taking into comsideration certain factors. Begquives
comunissien and legislative committes to report to Fifty-ninth Legislative
Assembly recommendations for possible modifications . Permits Governor
to allow exceptions in case of extreme hardship or other specified condi-
tions. States legislative policy that permits are to he issued for burning
maximum secrenges specified only upon certain conditions,

' Reqﬁires Environmental Quality Cornmission, in making rules govern-
ing field burning, to consult with certain other agencies and permits it to
censult with ecertain other agencies,

. Requires person seeking permit for field burning to submit statement
o that acreage to be burned will be planted to seed crops other than cereal
grains which require burning. Permits contrary planting in case of crop

fallure
Continued on page &
( ) _ WNOTE: Matter In ol face in an amended section is new; matter [italic and brack-

eted] is existing law to be omiited; complete new sections begin with
BROTION.




C-Eng. 3B 311 : [21
Continued from page 1

- Creates Oregon Field Sanitation Committee to replace present field
- burning committee. Prescribes membership and duties of committee. Makes
committee special advisory committee to commission in adopting rules
related to field burning. Bequires committee (o report quarterly to Legis-
lative Committee om Trade and Economic Development, Authorizes com-
mittee to assist persons wishing to use alternative methods of field sani-
tation and straw utilization by assisting in purchase and lease,

Requires annual registration with colty governing body or fire chief
of rural fire protection district of acreage to be burned. Requires fee for
permit by department of $3 per acre in 1975, $4 per acre in 1976, $5.50 per
acre in 1977 and %8 per acre thereafter. Requires refunding of fee where
burning is accomplished by mobile sanitizer. [Requires refunding of ones
holf of fee where straw was removed prior to burning.) Requires payment
of 20 cents per acre of fee to county governing body or rural fire protection
‘district for administration of registration. Requires 50 cents of acreage foes
to be deposited in smoke management fund. Includes approved alternative
field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal methods within definition
of “polintion control facility” for purposes of tax crvedits,

Provides civil penalties,
Makes related changes.
- Declares emergency,



[3] : C-Eng. SB 311
A BILL FOR AN ACT

Relatin;g to field burning; creating new provisions; amending ORS 468,140,

458,250, 468.455, 488.460, 468465, 468470, 468475, 468.480 and 468.485;

appropriating money; and declaring an emergency. 7
Bie It Bnacted by the People of the Siate of Oregom

SECTION 1. Section 2 of this Act is added to and made a part of ORS
468.455 to 468.485. | |

SECTION 2, (i) On and after .}’andary 1, 1975, permits for open burn-
ing of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops and cereal grain
crops are required in the counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460
and shall be issued by the Department of Environmental Quality in accord-

ance with air pollution conirol practices and subject to the fee prezeribed

} in ORS 468.480. The permit described in this section shall be issued in con- ]

junction Withrpermits reguired under ORS 476.380 or 478.960..

(2) 'The Enyironmemal Quality Commiszion may by rule delegate to
any county coﬁrt or board of county commissioners or fire chief of a rural
fire protection district the duty to deliver permits to burn acreage provide-d-
such acreage has been registered pursuant to paragraph (a) of subsection
(1) of ORS 468.480 and feas have been paid pursuant to paragraph (b) of
subsection (1) of ORS 488.480. ‘

Section 3. QRS 488.290 iz amended to read:

488,200, Except as provided in this section and inr ORS 468,450, 476.380
and 478,960, the air pollution laws contained in [ORS 448.365, 454.010 to
454,040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.315 to 454.355, 454405 to 454,425, 454.505 to
454.535, 454.605 to 4564.745 end] this chapter do not apply to:

(1) Agricultural operations and the growing or harvesting of crops
and the raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shall be
subject to regulation [under this section, ORS 468.455 to 468.485, 476.380,
476,990, 478.960 and 473.9907 pursuant to this 1975 Act ;- _

(2) Use of equipment in agricultural operations in the growth of crops

or the raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shall be sub-

3 ject to regulation [under this section, ORS 468455 to 468.485, 476.380, 476.990,

478.960 and 478.990] pursuant to this 1975 Act ;
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C-Ing. SB 311 | [4]

(3) Barbecue equipment used in connection with any residenr:e;

(4) Agricultural land clearing operations or land grading;

(5) Heating equipment in or used in connection with residences used
exclusively as dwellings for not more than four families;

(8) Fires set or permitted by any public agency when such fire is

‘set or permitted in the performance of its official duty for the purpose

of weed abatement, prevention or elimination of a fire hazard, or instruc-
tion of employes in the methods of fire fighting, which in the opinion of
the agency is necessary; or | | ' -

(7) Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of em-
plbyes' of ﬁl‘ivate iﬁdustrial concerns in mathods of fire fighting, or for
civil defense instruction, ‘

Section 4. ORS 468455 is amended to read: .

468.455. In a concerted effort by agricultural interests and the public
to overcomé problems of air pollution, it is the purpose of [ORS 4638.455 to
468,485, 476.380 and 478.560 to phase out open field burning in the counties
listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 when ¢ feasible alternative method
of field sanitation becomes availeble, to fix o specified date for terfimnation
of open Jield burning and, fu%ther, to encourage stabilized acreage until
feasible aZterrﬂative methods of field sanitation become available] this 1975

Act to provide incentives for development of slternatives to open figld

“burning, to phase out open field burning and to develep feasible alternative

methods of field sanitation and steaw utilization and disposal.
Section 5. ORS 468.460 is amended to read: .
468.460. [After an alternaiive method of field sanitation is cev‘tﬁed'r
under ORS 468470, gnd beéomes avgilable as pfrovided' m subsection (2)
of ORS 468.470;] in order to regulate open field burning pursuant to GRS ‘
488.475: | |

{1) Insuch areas of the state and for such periods of time as it considers

‘necessary to carry ocut the policy of ORS 468.280, the comrnigsion by rule

may prohibit, restriet or Iimit classes, types and extent and afmount of
burning for perennial grass seed erops, annual grass seed crops[,] and

grain crops [and other burning].



TN

S

ih

n

R

B
24

5

9
81
8a

[57 C-Eng. 5B 311

(2) In addition to but not in lieu of the provisions of ORBS 468.475 and of
any other rule adopted under subsection (1) of this section, the commission
shall- adopt rules for Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas, Marion, Polk,
Yamhill, Linn, Benton and Lane Counties, which provide for a more rapid
phased reduction by certain permit areas, depending on particular local air
quality conditions and soil characteristics, {of] the extent, type or amount
of open field burning of perennial grass seed cfops, annual grass geed crops
and grain ecrops [offer an] and the availability of altérnative [method is] -
methods of field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal, [certified
under ORS 468.470.]

(3) Befors prmnulgatihg rules pursuant to subsections (1) and (2) of
this section, the commission shall consuli with Oregon State University
and the Oregon Field SBanitation Coramittee and fnay consult with the Soil
Conservation Serviée, the ﬁgi‘icultural Stabilization Cominission, the State
Soil and Water Conseﬁration Commission and other interested agencies.
The Oregon Field Sanitation Cormaittee skall act as a special advisory
commitiee to the cominission in the promulgation of such rules. The com-
missien musi review and show on the record the recommendations of the
Oregon Field Sanitation Committeé in promulgating such rules,

[(3)} (4) No regional air quality control authority shall have author-

-ity to regulate burning of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed

crops and grain crops. |
Section 8. ORS 488.485 is amended to read:
468.465. (1) Permits under [ORS 476.380 and 478.960] section 2 of this

= 1975 Act for open field burning of cereal grain eropg shall be issued in the

counties listed in subsection (2) o’_f ORS 468.460 only if thé person seeking
the permit submits to the issuing authority a signed statement under oath
or affirmation that the acreage to be burned v}iﬂ be planted to seed erops
other than cevesl grains which require flame sanitation for pmﬁer euiti
vation, [fall legumes or perennial grasses. However, no open field burning
of cereal crops shall be permitted in the counties listed in subsection (2)

of ORS 468.460 after January 1, 1975.]
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(2) The depavtment shall inspect cereal grain crop acreage burned pix-
suani to subsection (1) of this section after pﬁanéin 7 in the {ollowing épximg
to determine compliance with subsection (1) of ﬁﬁs section,

(8) Any person planting contrary to the restrictions of subsection (1)
of this section shall be assessed by tﬁne department 5 civi] penaliy of $28
for each acre planted contrary to the restrictions. Any fines collected by
the depaﬁmﬂem pursiaant to this subsection shall be used by the daymtm-ané
for n smoke management program in cooperation with the Ol'egbn Sm—:d
Counedl and for administration of this section,

{4y Any person planting seed evops after burning ceiea?i grain erops
puesuant fo subsection (1) of this seetion may apply to ﬁﬁﬁ department Loy
permission to plant contrary to the resirvietions of subseetion (1) of thiz
section if the seed crop i‘féiis_ to grow. The depavtment méy alloyr planiing
contrary to the restrictions of subsection (1) of this sm:timrif the crop
Eailure occurred by reasons other than the negligence ox intentional act of
the persom planting the crop or one under his control,

Saction 7. OBS 468470 is amended {o read:

488470, [(1) Except us provided in ORS 468475, open field burning of
pereﬁniai grass seed crops and annual grass seed crops shall be subject to
regulation und%r ORS 468450, €76.380 and 478.960 only until ¢ commitice
described in subsection (3.) of this section certifies the‘avaélabilit'g of a-
successful, feasible alternative to open Field burning in sufficient quantity _
to sanitize grass fields. For the purposes of ORS 468.450, 476.380 dﬂd 478.5860, -
annual grass seed crops, perennial grass seed crops and grain or gross stub-
ble shall be considerad ;fo Ee ‘combuﬁstible material.]
| [(2) As such alternative methods become a’uailablerin guentity suffi-
cient to allow phased veduction in burning, the commission may begin to
phase out in ?roportion to such avatlability the burning described in ORS
463.460.)

[(3) The commiitee s‘haIl consist of two members representing agri-
culture appointed by the Director of Agriculture from a list of five nom-

inees submitted by the Oregon Seed Council, two members representing the

public appointed by the director of the department and a fifth member
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appointed by the Governor, Members shall be persons knowledgeabla con-
céming agricultural practices and air quality control practices which are
the subject of ORS 488,455 to 468.485.] |

[(4) In oddition to ils other duties under.this seetion, the commitlee
shall monitor the programs for development of fea,siﬁie alternative methods
of field sanitation, shell make recommendations for the research and de- '
velopment of such methods to the Joint Committez on Ways aﬁ& Weans
duﬁng the legislative sessi;onr or to the Emergency Beard during interim
periods and, ofter consultation with the department, shall establish stand-
ards under which certified alternatives are to operate as long as the com-
mittee is in existence.]

[(5) In exercising its duties under subsections (1) and (4) of this sec- .
tion, the committee shall certify oliernatives and establish stendards only
cfter public hearing at which interested persons are afforded un oppor-
tunity to be heard and for which notice is given in a manner reasonably
coleulated to notify interested nersons of thé time, place and subject of the
hearing.) ' ' -

(1) The Cregon E“i&ﬁ&ganitaﬁ-m Comunittes is 2stablished and for the
purpesss of this 1975 Act shall be velferred fo as the “cominittes’” The
eommittee shall consist of two members representing agrirulinve appointed
by the Director of Agriculture from z list of five nominees submitted by
the Oregon Sesd Commneil, {wo members reprosenting tha public appointad

by the director of the department and & {ifth member sppointed by the

| Governor. Members shall be persons kuowledgeable concerning agricul-

tural practices and alr guality conirol practices which ave the subjert of
ORS 483.455 to 458.485. |

‘ (2) Whe commities shall nssiome the duties and responsibilities formerly
held by the fisld burning conmmititee established pursnant to section 4, 7
chapter 563, Oregon Laws 1971 (regular session), which committee is abol-
ished. However, members of the field burning commitiee shall be the mem-

bers of the field sanitation commities until their terms exvire pursuant to

3 subsection {3) of this section,

(3) The term of office of each member of the commiitee is fonr vears,
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buit a member sy be removed for eause. By lot, the committes shail gelect
two of its membsrs whose terms explive on December 81, 1975 and one of its
mentbers whese term expires December 31, 1977, The remaining menbers’
terms shall expive on December 51, 1978,

(4) "he comnitise shsil:

{a) Monitor and conduct programs for development of fensible alterna-

g tive methods of field sanitation and straw atilization and disposal;

(b) Make recomsmendations for research and develepment of alterma-
tive methods;

(e) Provide assislance to persons wishing ts-cbtain the use of feasible
methods of field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal aud, \isra 50
doing, assist in purchasing, purchase and lease to users, and promols ex-
tensive use of such methods; - '

{d) ‘l Beceive and dishbuese fands, including but not Bmited o voluntary
contributions from within and euiside this state, grants and gifts; and

(2} Repori guarterly ie the Legiélaﬁve Committiee on Trade nad Eco-
nomie Devéiapment on the progress being made in discovering and utiliz-
ng alternatives to op'en field burning. | 7

(8) Subject to the approval of the Executive Depaviment, the commit-
tes may:

{a) éﬁzmter inm contracts with public and _pz‘ivaig agencies to carry
ot the purpeses of demonstration of al i.ematives to agrienitural epen Eeld
buraing | 7

(b) Apply for and obtain palenis in the name of the State of Oregon

~and assign such rights therein as the committee considers appropriate;

{¢)} Fmpley such personns] as ié veguired fo carry out the duiies
assigned {o if; and |

(d) Sell and dispoese of all surplus property of the commitiee, nclud-
ing but not limited to straw-based products broduced or manuvfactured by

the comunittee,

SECTION 8. Sections & and 10 of this Act are added to and made a

3 part of ORS 468,455 to 468.485.

SECTION 9, The commission shall establish emission standards for

certifieq alternative methods to open field burning.

—
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SEOMON 10, The department, in coordinating efforts under this 1975
Aét, shall:

(1} Enforce all field burning rules adopted by the commission and all
related statutes; 7

(2) Monitor and prevent unlawful field burning; and

(3) Ald fire districts in carrying out their responsibilities for admin-
istering field sanitation prograias.

Section 11. ORS 468.475 is amended fo read:

468475, [After January I, 1975,] (1) No person shsll open burn or

‘cause to be open burned in the counties specified in subsection (2) of ORS

468.460, perennial [grass seed erops used for grass seed production] or an-
nuzl grass seed crops used for grass seed production [] or cereal grain
crops, unless the aereage has been registered pursuant to GRS 468,480 and
thé pémnits required by ORS 458,450, 476.380, 478,980 and section 2 of this
1975 Act have been obtained. - _ _

(2) Except as may be provided By rule under OBS 468.450, the maxi-
mum total vegistered acreage allowed to be open buried pﬁrsuant {0 sub-
section (1) of this section shall be as fellows:

(a) During 1975, not more than 235,088 acres may be burned.

(b) During 1976, not meore than 195,008 acres may be burned.

{c) | During 1977, not more than 85,0680 acres may be hurned.

(&) TIn 1978 and each year thersafter, the commission, after taking into
consideration the {actors listed in subsection (2) of ORS 462489, may by
order issue permits for the burning of not move than 50,000 acres.

{e) The acreage amounts provided ih paragraphs (c).and- (d) of this
subsecﬁon are Geclared to be the goals of the Fifty-eighth Legislaiive As-
sembly. The commission and the Legislaiiye Committee on Trade and Ece-
nomic Development shall report o the Fifty-ninth Legislative Assaembly
{Vith their recommendations for possible modifications.

(3) In the event of the registration of more than the maximum allow-
able acres for open burning in the counties specified in subsection (2} of
ORS 468460, the commission, after comsidtation with the committee, by

rule or order may allocate permits for acreage based on particular local air
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guality condition, soil characteristics, the iype or amount of field burning
or crops, the availability of aliernative methods of field sanitm‘ien; the
date of registration, pi‘@p{}rtionai share, or any reascnable classificntion.
Priovity shall be given to use of availabls alternatives to open field bmming
in Lane County aud priority areas in other coilnties listed in subseetigﬁ {2y
of ORS 468,460, ,

(4) It is the inientiozﬁ of the Legisiative Assembly thai permits shall
be isswed for th;e 111§ki31113111 acréage specified in subsection {2) of this
section for each year recited therein ounly if the commission finds after
hearing that: -

(a) There are insufficient numbers of ‘wmxablé machines that can vea-
sonably be made available to sanitize the acreage if an acraage reduction
ié ordered; |

{(H) Where are insufficient methods available for straw utiﬁzéﬂﬁn and
disposal; and

(¢} Beasomable efforts have been made to develop alternative Ipeihmés :
of field sanitati@ﬁ and straw utilization and di;sposai, and stech meﬁm{'ﬁs have
heen utilized to the mazimum reasonable extent

(5) The Governor, upen finding of exireme hardship, disaaée out-
break, inseet infesiaj&ﬁn or ivreparable damage to the Fand, may hy order
permit emergency open burning of more acreage than allowed by subsection
(2) of this section. Upon a fﬁnd?ng of éxtmmé danger to public heaith ox
safely, the Governor may order femporary emergé‘ncy cessation _@f all open
field f:mming in any avea of the counties listed in subsection .(2) of ORS
458.480. | |

(8) The cam-mission shall act on any application for a permit under sec-
‘t.ion 2 of ﬂllils 1575 Act within 60 days of registration and receipt of the fee
provided in ORES 4684380, Such other decisions as may be required under
this section must be made by the commission on or before July 10, 1875,
and on or before Jume 1 of each subsequent year.

. Section 12. ORS 468.480 is amended to read;

468.480. (1) .(a) QOn or before July 1, 1973, and on or before Aypril 1
of each subsequent year, the grower of a grass seed crop shall reglisier with

the county court or boeard of county commissioners or the fire chief of a
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rural five profection district, or his dssignated representative, the mum-
bar of acres to be burned in the remainder of the year. Any person register-
ing after the daies specified in this subsection shall pay an additional fee
of $1 per acre registered il the late regis‘tra'tign is due to the fault of the
late regisirant or one vnder his control. Late registrations minst be ap-
proved by the depariment, Copies of the registrafion form shall he for-
warded {o the depariment, The requirved registration must be muade and
the fee paid before a permit shall be issued under section 2 of ﬂ-lis 1975 Act,

(b} Lxcept as provided in paragraph (c) of this subsection, afier the
effective date of this 1975 Act, the Executive Department shall collect a fee
prior {o the issnance of any permit by the Depariment bf Environmenial
Quality for open burning of perennial or annual grass sesd crops or cereal
grain crops under this 1978 Acl. The Executive Depariment may contract
with cownties and ruyal fire I}re}iécﬂam disfricts for the colliection of the
fees Whi&h zhall be ferwarded fo the Executive Departinent. The amonnt
of the fee shall be &3 in 1875, 44 i 1974, 5,3&59 in 1977, and 58 in any year

thereafter, per acre of crop burned,

(e} The fee reguived by paragraph {(b) of this subsecton shall be ye.

funded for any aereage where efficient busning of stubble is accomplished
with equlpment using on avxilisvy fuel or mobile fiéld sanitizer which has
been approved by tha _n:gmmﬁtee and the department for field sanitizing
PUrpOSEes oi‘ for any acreage not burned. -

(2) Whe Frecntive Depariment shall pay to the county oxr hoard of
comnty commissioners or the fire e:hi_ef of tha rural fire protection district,
wol to excesd 20 cents per ncre registered, to cover the cost of and o be
wsed selsly for the purpose of administering the program of reglisiration of

acrenge fo be burned, issuance of permils, keeping of records and other

matiers dirvectly rfe}ated to agricultural field burning, Fifty cents of ﬂw_

acreagze fees shall be deposifed in a separate fund to be used for the swoke

management program which shall be conducted by the Department of

Environmenial Quality in cooperation with the Oregon Seed Council and

other affected ngencies. The Department of Environmental Guality shall

contract with the Oregon Seed Council to organize rural fire protection
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Qistricts aud growers, coordinate and provide communications, hire ground
support personnel, provide aireralt surveillance, provide such added other
support services as are mutually agreed upon snd advise the department
when erops in each area are ready for burning. However, if a veasonable
comtract cannot he agre-ea upon, the department shall provide such sery-
ices directly or by contracting with such other entity as it reasomably
shall determine.

(3) The Executive Deparfinent shall cause the balance of acveage faes
received pursuant to snbsection (1) of this section to be deposited in the
Stats Wreasury to be credited fo the account of the commities established
ma‘s:‘ier ORS 468479 for use as provided in ORS 468435, [Until and alter-
native wmethod iz certified under ORS 458.470, or until January 1, 1975,
whichever occurs first, the county court, board of co@nty eormmissioners
or the fire chief or his designated representetive shall collect a fee, except
as provided in paragraph (b) of this subsection, prior to issuing any per-
mit for the open burning of perennial or unnual grass seed crops, of
grain crops under QRS 476,380 or 478.960. The amount of the fee shall be
determined by the committee established pursuant to ORS 468470 and

“shall not exceed $1 per acre of erop burned.]

[{b) The fee required by puaragruph (o) of this subsection shall not

81 be coliected where efficient burning of stubble is decomplished with equip-

ment using auxiliory fﬂel or a mobile field sanitizer which equipment
or sanitizer has been approved by the commitiee and the depariment for
field sanitizing purposes.]

[(2) The collecting officer shall retain such portion of the acrenge fees
received pursuant to subsection (1) of this section as is sufficient, in the
judgment of the committee, in consultdtion with the collecting -officers,
to cover the cost of and to be-use‘d soleiy for the purpose or administering
¢ program of registration of fields to be burned, collection of fees, issuance
qf permits, keeping of records and other matters direcily related to egri-
cultural open field burning. Ten cents of the acreage fee shall be déposited
in a sepurate fund to be used for o smoke management program which

shall be conducted by the Oregon Seed Council in cooperation with the
department.] '
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[(3) The collecting officer shall cause the balance of wereage fees ve-
ceived pursuant to subsection (1) of this section Lo be crediled fo the ac-
count of the comvmittee established under ORS 468470 for use as provided
in ORS 4684857

{(4) Nothing in this section relieves any pe—rso-n;,r from the requirements
of obtaining a burning permit in accordance with ORS 476.380 and 478.960.]

Sec_tion 13. ORS 468.485 is amended {o read:

_ 468.485. All moneys [from acreage fees] collected wuder paragraph
(b) of subsection (1) of OKS 463.48) [and under section 2, chupter 578,
Cregon Laws 1973, received by the commitiee established pursuant to ORS
4684707 or received pursuant to this 1875 Act, except fines, shall be rsegre-
gated from other funds and used solely for [smoke management end] ad-
ministrative expenses of the committee and for development and demon-
stration of alternatives o agricultural open field hurning and methods of
straw utiiizgs:ion and disposal . [The committee may'ente'r into- contracts
with public and privaﬁéagenm‘es to carry out the pur;ooéeg of this section.
The committee shall give fi-rs? priorvity to the development of and demon-
strotion of the Jeasibility of ¢ mobile field incinemt‘or.]

Section 14, ORS 468.140 is amended fo read:

468.146. (1) In addition to any other peralty provided by law, any
person who viclates any of the following shall incur a eivil *Qenalty for each
day of violation in the amount préscribed by the schedule adopted under
ORS 468.130; |

(a) The terms or conditions of any permif required or authorized
by .law and igsued by the departmént or a regional air quality conirol
authority. | -

{b} Any provision of ORS 448.805, 454.010 to 454.040, 454,203 1o 454,255,
454,315 to 454,355, 454,405 to 454,425, 454506 to 4564.535, 454.605 to 454."1'45
and this chapter. 7

(¢} Any rule or standard or order of the commission adopted or issued
pursuant to ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.815 to
454,358, 454.405 .‘to 454,425, 454505 to 454535, 454805 to 454745 and this

% chapter,
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{d} Any rule or standard or order of a regional authority adopied or
issned under authority of subsection (1) of ORS 458.535.

(2). Each day of vielation under subsection (1) of this section constitutes
a gaparale offense, _ .

(3) (a) In addition to any other penally provided by law, any person
who intenticnally or negligently causes or permits the discharge of oil
into the waters of the state shall incur a civil penalty not {o exceed
the arount of $20,000 for each violation. i

(b} In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person
who viclates the terms or conditions of a psrmit authorizing waste dis-
charge info the v:a‘fer:, of the gtate or violates any law, rule, order or
standard in ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454205 to 454.255, 454.315 to
454355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454505 to 454535, 454.605 to 454745 and this

chapter relating to water pollution shall incur a civil penalty not to exceed

g the zmount of $10, O{}{) for each day of violation.

{4} Paragraphs {(c) “and (2} of subsection {1} of thls gection do nof
apply to violations of motor vehicle eraission standards.

. {(5) I\meséhshanﬁmg the Iimils ef subsection (1) of @s:é,‘:; 488,130 and
i adﬂutmn to any other penalty provided by law, any persen whoe intention-
ally or meglipently causes or permits oﬁen field burning confrary io ths
provisiens of URS 468.450, 488.455 to 453.485, 476.350 and 218989 shall be
azsessed by the depariment a eivil penaity of at xeasﬁ; $20 but not more than
840 for each acre 5o burned. Any fines collected by the department pur.
spant to this subsection shell be depostied with the Siate Treasurer fo tﬁe
credit of the General Fu%aﬁ and shali ba availlable for general govern-
mental expense, 7 _

SECTION 15. After alternative methods for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposal are approved by the committee and the department,
“nollution cbntrol facility,” ag defined in ORS 468,153, shall include such
approvea alternative methods and pérsons purchasing and ufilizing such
methods shall be eligibie for the benetits allowed by ORS 468.155 to 468.190,

SECTIGN 16. This Act being necessar-y' for the immediafe preservation

of the public peace, health and gafety, an emergency is declared to exist,

and this Act takes effect on its passage.

U, N



June 27, 1975

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman
Morris Crothers

Jack] VALl Hallock Box 3529 - Poriland, Oregon 97208
Grace Phinney £03,/233-8331
Ronald Somers TWX: 910-181-6151

1234 S.W. Morrisen St.
Portland, Oregon 97205

FROPOSED ADOPTION OF TEMPORARY RULE - PRIORITY CRITERIA FOR AIR
CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS

The Port of Portiand has raviewed the proposed rule and supports the
idea of a priority criteria for processing alr contaminant discharge
permits in a limited alrshed. However, the Port is concerned with the
economic stability of the Portland area believing the proposed rule

is deficlient.

If the rule is adopted as proposed, the Department of Environmental Quality
will be required to act on permit appilcations in the order that they are
completed for processing. The Port has given the Department its written
comments on the proposed rule (see attachment D of the Department's staff
report}. Briefly, the Port requested that the Department expand the
priority criteria to include consideration of comnunity beneflits and
preferential treatment for existing industries. The DEQ staff report
indicates that consideration of these facters is beyond the jurisdiction
and authority of the Department.

Subsequent to submitting the above recommendations to the DEQ the Port
met with representatives from the City of Portland, Multnomah County,
LCDC, CRAG, DEQ and others for the purpose of discussing the proposed
rule. The representatives agreed that consideration of community
benefits should be included in the proposed rule.

The representatives further indicated the need for establishing criteria
for the type of industrial development within their jurisdictions. A
regional forum could coordinate these criteria and in turn these criteria
could be considered by the DEQ in the prlority of issuance of alr con-
taminant discharge permits.

offices also in Tokyo,

Chicagn, Washinglon, D.C.
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The Port currently recognizes the need to integrate reglon-wide air quality
in relationship to land uses, however, no agency has been assigned the
responsiblility. The vehicle for this intsgration may be CRAG, since

CRAG is currently considering participating in the Air Quality Maintenance
planning process. CRAG could be an acceptable forum for all the agencles
.concerned with altr ouality and land use planning.

it must be emphasized that development of the criteria to evaluate community
benefits is the first priority and agreement on the forum Is secondary.

The Port believes that when criterf{a for industrial development have
hean developed, integrated and accepted by all the concerned agencies
the criteria can be used by the DEQ in the propeosed rule.

In summary, the Port of Portland believes that assessment of comnunity
benefits must be Included In the evaluation of zir contaminant permit
applications. The DEQ Staff believes these considerations to be beyond
their jurisdiction. There are reglonal agencles that may be able to
assess community benefits; however, to date the criteria for the assess-
ment have not been developed. Therefore, the Port requests that the EDC
adopt this rule when it contains a mechanism for inclusion of community
benefits through the use of industrial development criteria supported by
locel units of government.

Lioyd Anderson
Executive Diractor

P33F




- ENVIRONMENTAL -QUALLTY COMMISEION HEARING

June 27, 1975
10:00 A.M.
. Public Service Building

Environmental CGuality Commission
Commissioners:

I =zm appeering on behalf of Chairman Clark of the Multnomah
County Board to present the following:

1t is our concern that the proposed rule zmendment does not
allow for the assessment of community benefits of regulated
uses. Thereby the rule amendment could have a detrimental
development affect for the metropolitan area. In zreas that
have limited sirsheds, it is essential that this airshed be
nanaged from the perspective of environmental conservation;
but also, it must be managed to be sensitive tc regulatory
effect on land use, and thereby the future economic vitality
of the area.

It 1g important that land use impact be an element of the pro-
posed rule. However, it is recognized that land use regulation
is beyond the scope of the EQC's authority. Therelore, it is
recommended that you pregcribe, under your rule making power,
land use standards upon the recommendation of resnonsible

local governmental or regional agencles as a determinant for
insurance of a contaminsnt discharge permit. The followaing
addition to Subdivision 3, Section 3%-0%0 is suggested only

by way of an example:

"(%) Cause land use standards, embodied in a Compre-
hensive Plan or regulations pursuant thereto, or other
regulatory means, that are adopted under Oregon Revised
Statutes to be violated. The expected land use impact
shall be determined by the affected local jurisdiction(s)
and shall be so advised to the EQC.H

Because of the complexity of this matter concerning land use,

it is suggested that LEQU set this hearing over for 45-060 dsys.

In addition it would be appropriate for the EQC to request

CRAG to convene the metropelitan jurisdictions concerned with

this issue. CRAG could be of assistance in recommending a mechanism
£0o hsndle the inclusion of lsnd use considerations in the process

of issuance of discharge permits.




It is felt both the interests of EQC in air quality =nd the
interest of local agencies in land use could be jointly
furthered by this acticn.

Martin R. Cramton, Jr. A.l.F.
Planning Director
Multnomah County
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PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO PERMIT PRIORITY CRITERTA WHICH WILL ALLOW INPUT FROM

LOCAL, GOVERNMENT REGARDING LAND USE.

ATLTERNATIVE 1. (Requires Department to "seek and consider” local government

position on land use but does not bind Department to local govermment

recommendation.)

2dd to 33-020(1) after ... with Section 33-020. Eé_such cases where‘

issuance of permits is being considered in the order that they are

. considered complete for processing, the Department shall seek, and give

consideration to an affirmative statement from the local government

-

officials having jurisdiction that the proposed facility is in conformance

with local planning and zoning and State of Oregon planning goals and

objectives.

ALTERNATIVE 2. ({Allows Department to act on permit application only after an

affirmative written statement on land use is submitted by local government.)

Add to 33-010(4) after ...Section 14-02C[.]}, ...and an affirmative written

statement has been submitted by the local government cfficials having

jurisdiction that the proposed facility is in conformance with local planning

and zoning and State of Oregon planning geals and cobjectives.
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ENVIRONMENTAL GUALITY
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e e 1234 SW. MORRISON STREET © PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 © Telephone (503) 229- 5301

ROBERT W. STRAUB
covmon INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM & NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

. SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST FOR FY 1976
KESSLER R, CANNON
Director . : June 20, 1975

10:00 A.M.

Public Service Building
920 8. W. Fifth Avenue - 2nd Floor Auditorium
Portland,; Oregon
Pursuant to the reguirements of Public Law 92-500 CFR 35.915{f} and 35.556, a hearing

will be held on June 20, 1975 for the purposes of obtaining testimony relevant to the
Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List included herein.. At its meeting on

April 25, 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission advised the staff to utilize the
priority criteria presented at that neeting and to develop a list of sewerage works
projects vhich would most efficiently use available federal grant funds.

The eriteria, enclosed with explanatory memoranda, most specifically reflects national
.concerns of “...the severity of pollution problems, the population affected, the need for’
prescrvation of high ¢guality waters and national priorities as well as total funds avail-
able, project and treatment works sequence and additional factors established by the
State..." Due to the necessily for stressing national concern, certain of the previous
year's proijects have been reduced in relative ranking. These include predominately
_projects not defined by a specific water pollution preoblem but facing the need for pro-
viding sewers in urban or urbanlzing areas where population densities have rendered
subsurface sewage disposal unsatisfactory. Such situations are critical to those directly . :
involved but the federal emphasis on documented and cxlqtlng najor pollutlng discharges
affords lessg than desirable program flexibility.

The hearing is-called for permitting public participation in the project ranking
procedure. -Federal regulations require that the list receive such scrutiny. The Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality also wishes to obtain relevant comment on the Priority
Criteria so as to ensure that the foundation for the procedures is firmly based.

Included in this packet are the following:

1. A list of projects in priority order with costs and tentative funding sequence
 assigned.

2. A list of projeects showing the priority peint assignments and totals.

3. A copy of agenda Item No. E, April 25, 1975 EQC Mceting.

Yhe results of the hearing will be presented to the EQC at its regular meeting on
June 27, 1975. At that time, the Commjsqlon will be asked to approve, rcject or modify
the list as presented., :

Your cooperation is xgquottod to ensure that Lhe Dcpdrtment‘ progrdnb Tor expedi-
tious and efficient handling of public-funds may bc falrly and equ1tably adninistered.
- t r- // ‘ /}C
- L2
KESSLER R. CANNON
']LS ak ' o Director

- [a Y 2% L W ate'l ad




DEPARTHMERT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PRIORITY LIST

Fiscal Year 1976

The list attached is a ranking of projects in numerical
sequence in accordance with the point system developed by
_the Department and approved by the Environmental Quality
Comm1551on,

The funding allocation to Oregon by the Environmental
- Protection Agency is $77,582,900. ‘Increasing this figure
by the amount of uvnobligated 75 FY funds and decreasing
it by FY 75 project cost overruns and reserve requirements
results in a funding availability for cobligation under
the proposed project listing of approximately $77,000, 000,
This permits the inclusion of projects 1 through- 129
w;thln the current fund:ng limitations.

Since the Environmental Quality Commission has the
authority to wmodify the list and the criteria and EPA
approval and public acceptance are requisites for use, a
specific cut-off project has net been determined at this
time. This will be done following the acceotaﬁce and
approval of the list, and the affected munlClpalltleS
will be notified.




e eimbursenent . DEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY = WATER QUALITY CONTROL 0 vottar Avouats
of STEP | and/or STEP |1 . May, 1975 In Thousands of
U = Undervay . : Lollars
A s Awardad PROJECT LIST = CONSTRUCTION GRANTS |
| Estimated STEP | STEP 11 . STEP 11l Cumulative Grans  Gramt
L El?giblc Total Estimated Component Target Target Eargct TOTAL Total Target ATouns Egiiar:f
o Friority Project Cost Cost Dollars Award  Grant fward  Grant ward  Grant Grant Grant Fward  Dollars TITAL,
o Npmbar Apolicant Description Dollars STEP | STEP 11 STEP 111 IDate Dollars [Oote Dotlars Date Doltars Dollars Dollars Date NN A A K s
555 1 Corvallis STP Imp, 12,000 ©10,320 ¢ A 07-75 7,750 7,750 7,740
ok 2 Clatskanie TP Imp. ;Tn 1,100 108 946 ¢ ) 04-75 818 08-75 7G9 .7%0 8,530
539 3 sreokings  + ' INT 208 6 23 - 179 ¢ ¢ 07-75 1568 156 5,63
L0 ) Unati1la-MeNary INT i98 6 22 170 Tt C 01-75 1483 148 8,834
135 5 Culver STP, INT 231 7 25 199 ¢ ¢ - 0b-75 173R 173 9,007
kb 6 Netarts-Occanside STP, INT 1,500 4g 165 1,290 C 07-75 187R  03-76 967 1,125 19,132
33 7 Union STP, INT k9o 15 54 k21 ¢ 06-75 51R09-75 316 367 10,499
+i1 8 Recwood §.0. STP, INT 900 27 22 77h e u " 08-75 675 675 11,174
515 §  Fruitdale-Harbeek INT 88 3 10 75 ¢ c 04=75 ° " 66R 66 11,240 o
L34 19 Bend Systom 28,201 51 1,551 26,589 U 02-76 " 1,201R 1,200° 12,441 H-76 13,84 13,545
37 1 Redmond : System 14,129 210 820 13,099 U , 10~75 772R  09-76 9,824 10,586 23,037 N
hi2 12 " Foster-Midway - System . 2,8070 4z | 270 2,488 12~75 31 . 07-76 202 . . 233 23,270 - 63_77 1,858 21,315 :
125 13 Portland (Gertz-Schrcer) System 2,600 9 . 206 2,275 . ¢ ‘ . C : 09-75 1,950k 1,950 . 25,220
255 14 Terrebonne ' . System 200 27 99 774 ‘ ' . 12-76+ 875  22,L50
33z-02 15 USA (Fanno =~ Phase 5) INT . ' 186 6 20 160 U U ' 07-75 139R 139 25,339
415 16 USA (Wilicw Crk = Phea.3) INT 150 6 21 163 v u : 08-75 Th2R 142 25,501
57 17 Ricdle STP B+ 16 58 51 ¢ v 08-75 393" 393 25,39%
437 18 Roschburg Metro. {Reg.) 8TP - 10,600 o 318 1,166 9,116 U, 01-76 1,113R 1,\13. 27,007 07-77 6,637 25,327
419 19 Winsten~Green {Reg.) STP - 1,800 36 198 1,566 Y 08-75 175R  03-76 1,174 1,348 28,356
453 20 Canyanville . STP imp. . Bhn 25 02 723 08-75 15 06=76 69 ‘ 85 28,4%4 12-76 542 22,8i¢
433 S Join Day STP, INT 1,600 48 176 1,376 10-75 36 06-76 132 168 28,672 07-77 1,032 39,501

233 22 ¥t. Vernon _ 5TP, INT 300 9 33 258 0775 7 0176 - 25 06+76 193 225 28,837
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. Estimated STEP | STEP 11 STEP 111 Cumylative Graﬁt C:
o E!Tgib1e Total E;timatcd Component Fargct Target Target TOTAL Total © Targex AmQErt 2
Priority Project Cost . Cost Dollars ward Grant Award Grant Award Grant Grant Grans . fward Dotlars T
Numbar Asslicant Dascristion Dollars STEP | STEP || STEP 111 Date Dollars (Date Dollars [Date Dollars Dollars Dolilars Cate FYZ77+ - F1
23 Hilisboro=irrigation STP #1 100 3 1 8% ¥ 08-75 JOR  12-75 65 75 28,912 :
24 Long Creek §TP 200 22 176 ° ¢ U 10~75. 150 150 25,052
25 USA (Rock Creek) sTP . 25,199 378 1,512 23,309 c 06-75  1,890R 05-75 18,889  8,000% 37,062 10=76 10,899t 41,29
26 Portiand (Tryon) $TP 5,500 165 605 . 4,730 c ¢ 08-75 4,1258  b,125 41,187
27 Barrisburg ' STP 375 n 41 323 07-75 8 01~76 31 06-76 242 281 41,L68
28 USA {Rock Creck) INT 4,500 135 495 3,870 C U ©12-75 3,375k 3,375 44,843 E
29 Monmouth-Independence  STP . 800 24 g8 588 U 10-75 8h  08-76 516 600 45,443
34 35 Eugene-Saringficld TP 15,000 225 86 13,929 U 0i-76 803R 803 45,246 10-76  10,kk6 52,256
3 31 Corvallis Alrpart STP or INT 500 15 55 k30 U 09-75 '52R . 05-76 323 375 46,621 | ‘,
a1 32 USA {Lower Tualatln)  INT 600 18 66 516 U 0376 63 08-76. .. 387 K50 47,071
T2 33 USA [upper Tualstin) INT 2,650 45 160 2,445 U 04-756 153 09-76 1,834 1,987 49,052 .
=3 3k Tri~City = County Reg, STP 7,5C0 112 825 6,563 U 0176 703R. ' 703 49,763 10-76  b,522 57,168
S4=433 35 Newterg-Dundee ‘Reg, STP 1,200 35 132 1,032 07-75 27. D274 99 126 45,887 *10-76 775 S?,E%E
3 35 Clackamas Co.S5,0. #1 INT 630 18 69 543 U U 65R 07-75 Loy k72 50,359 _
o 37 Junction City - STP imp. 350 10 38 302 07-75 7 1276 29 36 50,395 04-77 226 58,145
&7 33 fugene Alrport $TP Impi 200 6 22 172 01-76 4 07-76 17 21 50,416 .. C1-77 129 58,2%7
T 39 Mavpin STP Imp. 235 7 25 203 U 10-75 24R 06~76 152 176 50,592 |
s 50 fugene (Eastside) INT 4,500 . 135 k95 3,870 U 01-76 472R 472 51,064 01-77 2,902 51,193
53 41 Corvallls Mobile Park  INT 700 21 7 602 06-77 525 61,724
34 52 Glendale O STP Imp. 800 2k 88 688 U 09-75 84R 0376 516 500 51,664 '
38 43 Sutherlin STP Irp. 2,290 23 252 2,015 U 09-75 206R  03-76 1,511 1,717 53,38
3 b Tagle Point STP Imp. 175 5 19 5] U 01-76 18R 07-76 13 131 53,532
'3 L3 Gold Hill STP Imp. 375 1 H 323 09-75 8 03~76 31 08-76 22 281 53,793

*Phase |

**Phase 1]




‘ Estimated STEP [ ‘ STEP l!‘ STEP 111 : Cumulative Grany
Project ! Etigible Total Estimated Component Target Target Target TOTAL Total Target Amount
Ylurbar Priority Project Cost - fost Dollars laward  Grant Award  Grant Awar Grent Grant Grant Aeard  Doilars
S-A1C===  Ny=ter _Asolicant Descriotion Doliars STEP | STEP 11 STEP |1} iDate Dollars iDate  Dollars Date Dollars Doltzrs Delliars fate FY7T%
L1300 k6 Cave Junction STP lmp. 300 5 33 258 09-75 7 03-76 25 0%-76 183 225 5L,013 '
L2k 47 Boaréman _ STP Imp. 750 22 82 646 c . o 09-75 5628 562 54,580
Lel 43 Jacksoaville INT L 300 9 33 258 U : 08-75 31R  05-76 194 225 54,805
a3y L9 Prairic City . . 57, INT 330 10 36 . 286 ¢ U 07-75 2h7R 247 55,052
342 50 Portland {SZ Relieving) INT 3,500 105 385 3,010 0 U U 10-75 2,6258 2,825 57,677
502 51 Portland {Umatilla) INT 288 8 31 249 i U ‘ 10-75 216R 216 57,893
473 52 ladrence-lsland City STP Imp., INT 900 . 27 99 77k u 09-75 94R  06-76 581 675 53,568 i
L2 " 53 Zlgia 5TP Ima. 85 3 9 73 09-75 2 o4-76 7 ' 8 - 58,577 10-76 861,778
33 4 Corvallls=Crescent Vly. INT 1,100 . 33 120 gh6 U 08-75 1158 - 03-76 710 g25  59,ke2 ‘ ‘
542 55 Fasmond ) INT 400 12 by b 10-75 3 ‘ 04=76 33 0%=76 + - . 258 300 e,702
458 54 Port of Tillamook Bay INT 600 18 66 516 U 10-75  ° 63R 0Q5-~76 387 450 60,152 , :
233 57 Seaside : STP Imp. 2,000 - 60 220 1,720 09-75 45 05-76 165 ©210 60,362 10-76 1,235 63,858
=34 53 Wheeler L CINT 500 12 b4 344 U \ c 09-75 300R. 300 60,462 . ) i
a2 55 hemsville . STP Imp. 25 b3 21 : _ . N ' 10-7% 18 63,527
504 £9 smhi : STP !mp. - 100 3 1 86 08-75 . 2 01-74 8 06-76 65 - 75 60,737
205 61 Tiliemeok City STP Imp. 600 18 66 516 U : " 08-75 - 63R  06-76 387 550 61,187
Y30 .62 Bayton ' §TP imp, 290 8 32 250 07-75 6 12-75 2k 06-76 187 217 61,504
MERBECh YA 63 Sheridan=Willamina "~ STP Imp., INT 300 9 i3 258- 07-75 7 05-76 25 _ 32 61,43 05-77 193 53,280
503 54 Anity . STP Imp. 200 6 22 172 08-75 4 07-76 17 . 21 61,457 05-77 128 33,308
Yl 65 ¥olalla | STP Exp, . 300 5 33 258 08-75 7 12-75 25 07-76 193 225 51,682
53-8 65 Weocburn-Gervals  STP Imp., INT 800 24 88 688 07-75 18 0h-7% 65 B4 61,786 03-77 516 63,205
e 67 Lebaron 'STP imp. 1,500 55 165 1,250 v 0975 1578 06=76 958 1,125 62,891 ot

73 63 Rockoway STP Imp. 300 9 33 258 J - 07-75 3R 04-76 194 225 63,116
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: . . 7 . Cufin:
. ‘ Estimated STEP ! - : STEP I} STEP 11 Cumulative Bront Grant
; : . Eligible Total " Estimated Component MTarget arget Target TOTAL Total ©Target Amgunt Do lors
Project Cost Cost Dollars !-!:_ward Grant Award  QGrant lAward  Grant Gront Grant - Award  Dollars TTTAL
"~ Apslicant ‘Description Dollars STEP | STEP il  STEP 11! Date Dollars Date Dollars Date Dellars Dollars Doilars Date - FY7T+ YF‘“?+
Jefferson TP, INT 400 12 - kb 3bh 07-75 9 0k-75 33 k2 63,158 0377 258 " 6h.iE
Connon Boach ‘STP Imp. 300 9 33 258 07-75 7 0276 25 32 63,190 10-76 193 . 4,375
Lincoln City Phase + -~ 20D 6 22 172 ¢ 09-75 21R 04-76 - 129 150 63,340 ‘ ‘!
Cottage Grove . - 5TP lmp. B 1,000 ' 30 110 . 860 U - 02-76 1058 165 63,445 10=76 . 845 SS,C-?_;E
Creswell STP Imp. = 400 12 4y 344 08-75 9 02-76 33 k2 63,487 10-76 253 65,273
74 Caxridge STP Imp. 300 9 33 258 09-75 7. Ch-76 25° 32 63,519 - 10-76 193 &35.472
5 75 - s$cio ST? Imp. 150 4 16 130 0875 3 0176 12 15 63,534  1i-76 57 65,563
S 7% rovnsville STP imp. 306 9 33 258 U 09-75 © 31R 03-76 194 225. 63,759 "
5 77 Vemeta STP Exo. 400 12 i b U v ©1e-75 3008 300 6h,059 f
* 78 Gevt. Camp S.D. STP Imp. 600 18 66 516 y u 07-75 + -« 450R 450 64,509 ‘
E 78 K. Fzlls Reg. (Co.) STP 2,200 66 242 1,892 07-75 50 . 50 64,559 06-77 1,680 67,149
b 50 Hermiston st 300 e 33 258 U 09-75 31R 04=76 195 225 84,73 | '
N §1  Chileguin STP Imp. 600 18 66 516 ¢ 06-75 63% 06-76 387 50 - 65,234 _
3 &2 Onterio STP imp. 300 s 33 258 U 07+75 31R 06-76 194 225 65,459 . |
2 33 Hines " ¢, | 30 1 3 26 U Y 06-75 228 22 65,431 |
24 Funtingson o ‘ 30 1 3 26 ¢ U 05-75 22R 22 55,503 i
35 gaker . STP Imp. 150 5 - 16 129 U 11-75 16R  06-76 97 112 65,515 1
25 Josegh | STP Imp. 60 18 66 516 08-75 13 0L-76 50 63 63,678 12-7% 387 67,556
g &7 Zaterprise . STP Imp; 540 R i6 59 . L6k 08-75 12 - 12 65,690 06-77 3%2 67,543
3 23 Dufur ST? Imp. 75 2 8 65 09-75 2 02-76 3 8 65,638 10-76 48 67,554
23 Leke Oswego-Willamette INT 870 26 g5 749 ¢ s 06-75 6528 652 65,350
; %9 Labish Village T 127 5 S 1 c 07-75 95R 95 66,LbS
- N

North Cend STP Imp. 250 727 216 U : 07-75 26R  12-75 167 187 66,632



Face 5

, Estimated STEP | ~ STEP 1L STEP 111 Cumulative Grant Grant
?'ojcct ‘ .' Elig?b]e Total Estimated Component Targgt Target Earget TOTAL Total Target  Amount Eci!nrt
Wusvor.  Priority Project Cost . Cost Dollars Award  Grant Award  Grant ward  Grant Grant Grant Awar Doliars VOTAL
Cmsifmem Numhor Annlicant Doscription Rolliars STEP | STEP 11 STEP |11 ibate Dollars [Date Doliars {Date Dollars Dollars Dollars Dete FY77 FYTT
o a7 Rorth Albany $.0. INT 1,800 30 126 1,644 c 07-75 7R 17 56,748 10-75 Va233 0 63,100
32 03 North Plains CINT 300 9 0 33 256 03-75 7 02~76 24 - 31 66,780 12-75 S en 63kl
523 ol St. Paul - STP, INT - 450 13 hg 388 U 08=75 47R  03-76 230 237 67,117
sal 35 L.Oswega (Harvey Way)  INT ' 200 6 22 72U 08-75 218 01-76 129 150 67,267
a0s 1 L.0swego {Terrace) INT 100 3 11 86 U 08=-75 10R 01-76 65 75 67,342
453 57 L.0swego (Zvergreen) INT 300 9 33 258 Y 0875 31 01-76 194 225 67,557 T
LAz 58 L.0svego (Lakeview) INT 200 6 22 172 1) 08-75 21R  01-76 129 150 67,717 '
£15 " Clackomss County STP tmp. Choo 12 hy 34l u 04=75 k2R . b2 67,755 10-76 253 69,670

Arodocendron-Weisches , .

572 139 Coburg STP, INT 1,000 30 110 860  08-75 22 0z-76 43 08-78 645 750 58,508

383 101 Charicston-Barview 5.0. INT . 1,100 33 121 946 U oy 06-75 825R 825 69,334

435 102 Slide~idleyld STP, INT 1,200 36 132 1,032 U 12-75 gzéR 126 69,450 12-76 774 70,454
313 103 West Linn {L.Tualatin)  INT 26 8 29 228 U 08-75 28R 02-76 172 200 69,660

455 104 Shady Cove STP, 'INT so0 24 B8 688 U ' 12-75 B 05-75 516 6C0. 70,250

555 R Merila~Col. Valiev STP, INT 1,000 30 e 860 08-75 22 ¢ 01=76 B3 06-76 645 75¢ 71,010
gy 105 3CVEA (Westside) INT 225 6 25 134 08-75 5 01-76 ta  06-76 145 69 71,179

iy 107 Wauna=testoort SPT, INT 1,000 30 119 360 07-75 22 02-76 83 08-76 645 750 71,929
hug 103 Muit.Co. {inverness #8) INT 500 15 .55 430 u u 03-76 375R 375 72,304

w35 103 Greshzn (Ruby Junction) INT R T -%To B - B 13 1,290 09—75' 33 02-76 124 157 72,461 10-76 967 T7i,iR0
7540 110 Columsia City INT 200 5 S22 172 08-75 4 02-76 R 20 72,48) 10-76 129 71,500
% " Cova STP Imp. 500 24 88 686 08-75 18 02-76 66 8% 72,565 01-77 516 72,040
D R 3iggs Junction INT 200 ' 5 22 172 07-76 4 L 72,589 11-75 145 ?2,2'15
e 113 Lekeside 5TP, INT 1,000 | 30 e 860 07-75 22 ot=-76 g3 165 72,674 10-7% 645 72,050
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Page ©
Estimated STEP I - STEP 1} STEP 111 Cumulative Greng
: _ Eligible Total Estimated Component Target « Target Target TOTAL Total - Target Amouss
Priority . Project Cost .. Cost Deliars Award  Grant Avard  Grant Award  Grant Grant Grant . Award  Dollars
Nimbor Aoolicant ) Descriotion Dollars STEP | STEP I STEP 111 idate Dollers Date Dollars Pate Dollars Dollars onllars .‘Di:c FYTT%
% Dumes Clty $Te, INT 500 18 66 516 07-75 13 09-76 50 63 72,737 - 0377, 37
115 Pacific City S.b. ~ STP, INT . 500 15 55 5§30 07-75 ¥ 01-76 41 07-76 323 375 73,112 :
116 Mspleton STP, INT . 600 18 66 516 U 06-76 63R 63 73,175 12-76 337.
32 117 Highway 191 §.0. INT 200 6 22 172, 10-75 4 05-76 17 21 73,196 12-76 1%3
R 11E Florence ' STP imp. 70 2 8 60 08-75 1 02-76 6 ' 7 73,203 'm-;s 45
43 s Turnar STP, INT 800 24 83 638 U 10-75 - 84R 06-76 516 600 73,803 - :
L3 120 Aurora , STP, INT 800 24 88 688 07-75° 18 11-75 66 g 34 73,887 10-7% 515
L53 1z Doneld sTP, INT 400 12 Wiy 344 v 10-75 42R oeooh2o73,829 7 10e76 238
534 122 Newterg (Northwast) INT 170 5 18 Wy oy 1075 17R ©3~76 10 127 75,056 '
133 123 Camby - . INT ©200 6 - 22 172 U 1075 21R 03-76 129 150 74,206
A o1y Alseny (Northeast) INT 1,100 33 121 9kt u 11=-75 115R ’ 115 74,321 - 16-76 7% 7
47 125 "+ Tengent ' INT | 600 18 66 516  08-75 13 01-76 500 - 63 74,38t 1076 &7 7
235 125 Lapine ST, INT 300 ‘9 33 258 10-75° 6 03-76 25 "3l 7{4,;’5':5 02-77 '193
Ly A 127 Ml Cisy STP, INT 1,000 130 110 360  10-75 22 05=76 g3 : 105 74,520 12-75 645
52 128 Butte Falls ' STP, INT 500 15 . 55 b3 .U 08-75 52R 05-76 323 375 74,8395 :
431 129 Twin Rocks S.D.{Barview) INT 200 6 22 172 h 10-75 21R C4-76 129 150 75,045
537 130 $.W.Lincoln $0.5.0. STP Imp., INT 2,200 66 242 1,892 v, 10-75 231R 09-76 1,419 1,650 76,695
£33 131 Roads Ead S.0. T 300 9 33 258 08-75 7 12-75 25 06-76 193 225 76,920 °
335 132 St. Helens STP imp., INT 240 ' 7 26 207 0875 5 02-76 20 25 76,945 16-7% 138
552 133 Mersitl ~ ST? Imp.. 100 3 11 86  08-75 2 02-76 8 10 75,035 03-77 5;,
05 sk edoe Peint 5T, INT 280 8 30 2k2  10-75 € 06-76 23 29 75,984 01-77 168
£l 135 Sisters ' $TP, INT 400 iz bk 344 03-75 9 . 02-76 33 42 77,026 62-77 .25*3;:
512 77,183 16-76 6y

2 .. 138 Carmel=Foulweather 5.0. STP, INT 1,500 + b5 165 1,290 . 07-75 33 p2=76 . 12k ; 157
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. Estimated STEP ! STEP 1! TEP 11 Cumulative
_ Eligible Totral Estimated Component Target Target Target TOTAL Total Targe :
Priority _ Project Cost Cost Dollars ward  Grant Award  Grant ward Grant Grant Grant fward TITAL
Nymher Asplicant Desceriotion Doilars STEP | STER 1| STEP |1 Date Dollars ™ iDate Dollars Date Doilars Dollars Dollars Date Ty
137 Bay-to-Boy $.D. | STP, INT | ‘1,80d 54 128 1,548 U 11-75 189R i83 77,372 10-75 724250
138 ralls Cisy STP, INT 500 15 55 430 09-75 N 03-76 b 52 77,bh24 10=76 Jry 724Nt
139 Conanza STP, INT 600 18 66 516 07-75 13 01-76 50 63 77,437 10-76 337 . &xjecy
VL0 hdrian STP, INT 180 5 20 155 . U o1=-76 18R 19- 77,506 11-76 Vi 85023
14 Prineville INT 635 19 70 54b u 10-75 66R 05=76 410 476 77,982 ' '-1'
o {Lavghlin=Meclrose) ) . ‘
t48 k2 {rescent STP, INT 300 9 - 33 258  08-75. 6 04=76 25 31 78,013 0377 18% '33;3;¢
587 143 Ukiek STP Imp. 800 ‘24 B8 668 U 02=76 843 84 73,097 v Q17T 516 €3,337
743 144 Sumnter STP, INT 1200 6 22 172 01-76 L L 78,101 10~76 ‘,a.s 3:,?5;:
7g S50 Juatera STP, INT 80 2 9 69 0176 2 278,103 03-77 5§ 81,033
7 148 stiverton ' S7P Imp. 300 3 33 258 03-75 7 03-76 24 3178,13% . 11-76 .19;{ £1,223
-e 47 - Hillsboro {Westzide) STP Automatlon 300 g 33 258 08-75 6 12=-75 25 05-76 194 225 78,3589 ' ‘
20 143 Wilsonville (Sosckman)  INT. 200 6 22 172 09-75 - . & 01-76 17 06-76 129 150 78,503 i
3 149 Sandy INT 250 7 27 216 ‘08—75 5 10-75 21 0h=76 161 187 78,695 ]
£z 130 POWErS STP lImp. 150 iy , 16 136 07-75 3 Gl1-76 12 07=76 97 112 78,803 [
3 151 Banden (Johnson) INT 259 7 27 216 08-75 5 02-76 21 26 78,834 10-76 21,33
23 152 Scorts Mills | STP, INT 700 21 77 602 0875 16 04-76 58 74 78,903 11-76 31851
77 153 STP, T 700 77 60z 0875 16 0276 58 75 78,932 02-77 ¢2,231




- NEEDS PRIORITY RAHKING

Project River  Project Step - :

Heed - [mphasis Segment Type Status  Total Priority
pplicant Points = Points Points Points Paints Points Numbar
orvallis ¥ 1
Tatskanie * _2I
rookings * 3
matilla-tcNary * 4
ulver * 5
etarts-Oceanside * 6
wion | * 7
edwood S. D. * 8
ruitdale~Harbeck * 9
=nd 1000 1000 10
edmond 1000 1000 11
oster Hidway 1000 1000 12
ortland (GertzuSchmeer)_ 1000 1000 13 .
errebonne : 1000 1000 %
Sh (Fanno-Phase 5) 800 90 77 8 3 978 15
SA (Hi1low Cr. 3rd 800 90 77 . | 8 3 978. 16
Phase)
iddle 800 90 73 10 3 976 17
aseburg (Metro-Reg.) 800 90 73 10 3 976 18 -
inston-Green (Reg.) 800 "~ 90 73 10 2 975 19
anyonville 800 90 73 10 1 974 20
ohn Day 800 g0 68 10 2 970 21
it. Vernon 800 80 68 10 ] 959 -22
ii11sboro-1rrigati6n 700 100 77 10 1 888 23 .
ong Creck 70 100 68 10 3 8 2

ed

* Previously certifi




. ' ‘ Project . River Project Step

Need Emphasis Seqmant Type Status Total . Priority
pplicant Points Points Points - 1 Points Points = Points  Humhoer
A (Rock Creck) STP 700 . %0 77 10 3 880 25
ertland (Tryon) 700 | 90 76 10 3 879 26
larrisburg | 700 90 76 1o 3 879 . 27
ISA (Rock Creek) Int. 700 80 77 -8 3 878 28
lonmouth-Independence 700 90 76 BT 2 878 29
ugene~Springfield 700 S0 76 , 16 2 -878 .30
orvallis Airport 700 .90 76 10 2 878 31
SA (Lower Tualatin) 700 90 77 8 3 878 32
ISA (Upper Tualatin) - 700 . 90 77 8 3 878 33
vi-City - County 700 90 76 10 2 878 34
lewberty-Dundee 700 90 76 10 I 877 35
leckamas Co. S.D. #1700 90 76 8 3 8§77 36
unction City 700 % . 76 10 1 877 37
Eugeﬁe Nirport 700 .90 786 10 1. 877 33
hupin 700 90 74 10 2 876 - -39
ugene (Eastside) 700 9% 76 8 2 876 40
orvallis Mobile Part 700 90 76 8 2 876 11
Tendale 70 9 73 10 2 875 42
Suther in | 700 0 72 10 2 874 43
agle Polnt 700 90 71 10 3 874 44
old 1117 700 90 - 71 10 2 873 85
ave Junction 700 90 " 71 10 2 873 46
Joardman 700 90 | 69 10 3 872 47
yacksonville 70 %0 71 8 3 872 48
raivie City 700 . 90 68 10 2 870 49
ortland (SE Relieving) 700 90 ~ 69 8 3 870 . 50




Project

Project

Step -

=

. Heed Emphasis Sgg;g:t Type Status Total  Priority
pplicant Points Points Points Points Points Points  Humber
ortland (Umatilla) 700 - 90 69 8 3 870 5
aGrande ~Island City 760 90 67 10 2 869 52
Tgin 700 90 67 10 ] 863 53
orvallis-Crescent Viy. 700 80 76 8 2 8667 .54
lammond | 700 80 69 g 1 858 55
ort of Tillamook Bay 700 90 57 8 1 856 56
seaside | 700 90 54 10 ] 855 57
theeler (Addendum to 700 80 62 -8 3 853 58
KTCSA Grant) ‘

\umsville 700 90 48 10 1 849 59
famhill - . 700 90 - 46 10 3 849 60
rillamook City 700 80 57 10 1. 848 6
ayton | 700 90 46 10 1 847 62
Shertdan-Willamina 700 90 . 46 10 ] 847 63
ity 700 80 46 10 1 847 64
1olalla 700 80 44 10 2 846 65 .
foodburn-Gervais 700 90 45 10 v 846 66
_ebanon 700 90 4z 10 Z. 844 67
Rockcwéy 700 g0 il 10 2 843 68
Jefforson 700 80 42 10 i 843 69
Cannon Beach 700 50 A 10 1 842 70
“incoln City 700 50 Iy 8 3 842 a
Cottage Grove 700 50 40. 10 1 841 72
reswel) 700 an 40 10 1 841 73
akridge 700 50 39 10 1 - 840 74
Scio 700 ' 35 '10 - ] 836 75




Project River Project Step .

\ Heed Emphasis Sequent Type Status Total  Priority
\pplicant Points Points Poinis Points Points Points umber
srovmsville 700 90 33 10 2 835 76
loneta 700 90 32 10 3 835 77
overnment Camp S.DJ 700 90 30 10 3 n 833- 78
Qamath Fall Reg.(Co.) 700 90 23 10 2 830 79
lermiston 700 90 26 710 2 828 80
itoquin 700 90 25 10 2 827 81
ntario 700 90 24 10 2 826 82
ines 700 80 23 ‘TO 2 825 83 -
untington 700 90 7 10 2 809 84
Eqker 700 90 7 10 2 809 85
Joseph 700 90 6 - 10 1 807 85
nterprise 700 90 6 10 1 807 87
Mifur 700 80 1 10 1 802 85
ake Oswego-Millamette 600 - 100 76 8 3 787 89
abish Village 600 100 76 8 3 787 90
lorth Bend 600 o0 75 10 1 776 91
lorth Albany S.D. 600 90 76 8 2 776 92
lorth Plains 600 80 77 10 1 763 93
t. Paul 600 80 76. 10 1 767 94
ake Oswego (Harvey Way) 600 80 76 '8 3 767 95
-akg Oswago (Terrace) 600 80 e”?G ' '8 3 767 96 -
.ake Oswago (Evergreen) 600 - 80 76 8 3 767 g7
ake Oswego (Lakeview) 600 80 76 8 3 767. 98
‘Jackamas Co.-{Rhoda- 600 90 66 10 1 767 99
flelsches) | |
obuirg 600 80 76 10 1 767

100



. Project River Project Step
Need Enphasis Segmont Type Status Total DPriority

Applicant Points Points Points -~ Points Points Poinks  Humber -
6ﬁar1eston—8drview 5.D. GO0 80 75 8 3 766 107
Glide-Idelyld 600 80 72 10 3 765 102
Hest Linn {Lower 600 80 76 8 1 765 103
Tualatin) '
Shady Cove 600 80 7 10 2 763 104
Herlin-Col. Valley 600 80 7 10 2 763 105
BCYSA-(Central Point) 600 80 71 8 2 761 106
(Hestside) : : : :
Hauna-Hestport 600 80 69 10 1 760 107
Hultnomah County 600 80 69 8 3 760 108
(Inverness #8) '
Gresham (Ruby Junction) 600 80 69 8 1 758 109
Columbia City 600 80 69 8 1 758 110
Cove 600 80 67 10 ] 758 111
Biggs Junction 600 8. 69 8 1 758 112
Lakeside 600 - 80 63 10 1 754 13
Dunes City 600 80 63 10 1 756 . 114
Pacific City S.D. 600 80 56 10 1 747 115
tapleton 600 80 54 10 2 746 16
Highway 101 S.D. 600 80 57 8 1 746 117
Florence 600 80 54 10 1 ms 18
Turner 600 80 48 10 2 740 119
Rurora 600 80 45 10 2 737 120
Donald 600 50 76 0 ] 737 121
Hewberg (NH) 600 50 76 8 3 737 122
Canby 600 50 76 8 1 735 123
Abany (HE) 600 50 76 8 1 75z
Tangent 600 Sb 76 8 1. 735.. ‘125
Lapine 600 50 10 Bt 73 126
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s Project River Project ' Step

: Need Emphasis Segment Type Status® ° Total Priovity
pplicant Points Points Points Pofnts Points Points  HNuniber .
11 City | 600 80 42 10 -1 733 127
utte Falls 600 50 7 10 2 733 128
win Rocks $;D. (quviéu) 600 80 4 8 - V3 732 129
M Lincoln Co. S.D. Goo: 8D 41 8 2 731 130
oads End S.D. 600 80 M 8 2 731 131
k. Helens. 1 600 50 69 8 2. 729 132
errill (E. Merrill) 600 90 26 10 1 727 133
lodoc Point 600 80 28 10 1 Nne 134
isters . 600 80 15 10 2 707 135
-armel-Foulweather S.D. 6040 50 41 10 2 703 136 ;
ay-to-Bay S.D. 600. 50 M 8 2 700 137
alls City 600 50 35 10 1 6% 138
30nanz§-~ 600 - 50 26 10. 1 687 139 .
drian 600 50 24 10 ] 635 140
rinevillce (Laughlin- 600 50 15 8 2 675 141
Helrose) | :
;rescent_ | : 600 50 11 10 1 672 142
Jkiah | 600 50 10 10 2 672 143
umptor - . 600 50 7 10 1 668 144
untura 600 50 7° v 663 145
{1verton ' 400 50 45 10 \ 546 146
([i11sboro(RED-Hestside) 400 50 77 10 1 538 147
Hisonville (Boeékman) 400 50 76 8 2 536 148
andy - a0 50 66 B 3 527 149
oners S Tl 50 51 10 1 512 150
iandon (Johnsph) - 400 50 52 ﬁ‘ 1 511 153
;cp£ts Wi 400 50 A5 0 1 506 152
etroit 400 50 Y 10 N 503 153
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ERNVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMRMISEION

1234 S.\W. MORR]SOI\ STREIT & PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 © Telephone (503) 229-5696

- To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Fl

Subject: Agenda Item tlo. E, April 25, 1775, EﬂC\Heeting

Proposed Fr1tor1a for Pricritizing Sewaqe Horks Construc-
tion fecds for Construciion Crant Purreses 0¥ FY 76

Background

Public Lav 92-500 authorizes 75% federal grants for con-
struction of eligible sewerage facilities. This law and the
implementing rules adopted by EPA require the state to adopt
a criteria for prioritizing needs for arant funding considera- .
tion. This state priority criteria must then be annroved by
EPA. Following adoption and aporovn] of the priority criteria,
the state must annually develop a nrioritized project 1ist and
adopt it following a public hearing.

aptiroved

by the EQC in 1973, Since that tinz, Federal ru1rs, reauire-
ments and interpretations have been constantly chanoina. be

have now rcgchco a point where the oriority criteria mzs. he

modified in order to get grant projects moving.

Federal rvegulations {CFR 40., Section 35.215) estahblish
the arcas of national concern which rmust he addressed in the
-priority critera, including "...the scverity of poliution pro-
blems, the population affected, ths need for preservation of
high quality waters and national priorities as well as total
funds available, project and treatrent works seouence and

additional factors established by the State...."

Attachment 1 contains the Department's proposed new
priority criteria. Explanation and discussion of the com-
ponents is as follows:

Discussion of Priority Criteria
1. Project MHeed

CThis classification identifies the various-vater
pollution related conditions or situations for which a
severage construction project is anticinated to be the
best economic and envivonmentally appropriate solution.

I
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The categories within this classification are ranked to
reflect national and state water pollution and water
qua1ity related pub11c health.priorities.

(a) Sevierage facilities required by the Iancdtorj
Annexation Tenoislation {(0OPS 2722.) and the Drild
Hole Elimination Pegulations (UAP Chapter 340
Section 44-005 et seq.) occuny.the highest place
in the leeds cateaory and are numerically assig-
ned 1000 points. The need for sewerage facilities
in each casc is supported by specifically-identificd
problems for which strong regulatory actions have

- been taken by DER or tle State Health Division pur-
suant to law.

The mandatory annegation law provides for a.
public health survey of prohlem areas, a certi-
fication of existence of a health hazard emergency,
a forced annexation of the prohlem area to the
adjacent city, and an order to the city to construct
a sewage collection and intercention facility to
eliminate the public health hazard. :

In 1960, the EQC founc the practice of dis-
posal of sewage into rock crevices through "drill -
holes", which is used in Central Qrecon, to be a
serious ground water pollution threat and adonted
regulations requiring an orderly phase out of all
drill holes by 198C¢. The Federal Yater Poillution
Control Administration {now EPA) sunported the
action of the Commission. Total seweracge systems
must be constructed in several communities to
achieve compliance vith the requlations.

The Federal Act (PL 22-500) providing sewnraoe

vorks grant authority to EPA allows the use of

grant funds not only for "treatment works” as

usually connoted, but also for sewage coliection
systems, stormwater collection and treatment sysiems,
and other velated collection and treatment facilities.
To date, actual use of funds has been limited by DER
{vith EPA concurrence and approval)} to sevage treat-
ment plants, major interceotors and numping stations,
and plant outfall sewers. This was intended to make
the best dirvect pollution abaterent use of the limited
grant funds which were available. This approach is
sti11 the best efficient overall use of the funds.
fowever, it is highly desirable to be able to extend
eligibility to sewace collection systems where such are
required by Handatory fnnexation proceedings and re-
gulations for elimination of drill hole sewage dis-
posal in urban arcas. Since such projects are of
substantial water quality control and critical

public health concern, and usually are hampered

in impIowentation hj 1no:d1nato1y high project

costs, it is proposed that, in this category only,
vhere it is spec1f1ca)]j supported by appropriate
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doctmentation, the scwace collection systems be
included in the grant eligible project costs.

The next highest category of need involves
those rivors and streams whose vater quality is
protected Ly Veater Quality standards. Tacilities
necessary to achieve compliance with water quality
standards or eliminate a contribution to standards
violation would be reasen for aoplying 200 points
to the project probesed.  For examnle, vater
quality standards arc presently exceeded in the
South Umpaua, the Pudding, the John Day and the
Tualatin Rivers during the dry weather, Tow-flou
periods. This is atiributable in part to the
dischiarge of domestic wvaste waters and will be improved
by providing a higher quality of efflucnt.

The third "Need" category, worth 700 points,
relates to facilities reguired to comply with an
effluent or minimun treatment requirement spelled
out by regulation, permit, ovrder or other specific
directive. Such minivum standards are usually
designed to protect high cuality waters or pre-
vent degradation of existing auality.

The fourth category of need, werth €00
points, is of considerable significance more be-
cause of its widespread occurrence than from its

measurable instream pellution. impact. This is the.

“Hon~Point Source" discnarge affecting qround
and surface water. In many Cregon communities,
the surface discharge frem failing drainfield
systems has definite health and water pollution

ramifications. The occurrence of enteric oroan-

isms in ditches and drairege ways has the offect

of threatening the healtih of entire communities,

as well as impacting in siream waler quality. iligh
groundwater, constant subsurface dispesal system
leaching and uncovered drainage ditches in urbanizing
areas combine to provide the potential for serious
illness in a community if the problems remain ianored.
The potential is particulerly acute when shallow pri-
vate water wells ave utilized. These are often con-
structed without proper casing and well seals, and
provide a passadge for conteminated wvater to reach

the shallow ground water aguifers. Thus, irrepar-
able harm and water pollution can occur frow this
comaon problem. It has been difficult in the past

to document the health hazard aspect of these prob-
lems to the satisfaction of EPA. By redefining the
category to include docurenteble effect on surface

or underground waters; it is hoped EPA's concerns

can be satisTied. : :

A 400 point category has been destonated to deal

“with those instances vhere water pollution abatenent
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is not an immediate concern, but where experience

and technical information preject an apparent future
problem. This vould relate to growing, unsewerced
comwnities in such areas as lakesides, flood plains,
or rocky terrain. -

Requlatory Emphasis

A second Tevel classification for separating nrojects
within a prierity system involves the level of interest of
the regulatory agencies involved. This allows a relative
ranking of projects within a specitic need cathorf, anc
emphasizes those projects whose rapid progress is mos
urgently needed. These are shown below along with po1nt
designations for the sub-g rouﬂ1ng.

a. Environmental Quality Cormmission
- Order or Regulaticn: 107 points

b. DEQ issued Permit: 90 points

¢c. letter directive, pre?1ranary p]annlvg aprrova1 or
project authorization: 22 points .

d. Other positive written reSpcnsegby the Depariment
or Commission related to the desirability of ‘the
project: 50 points.

Stream Segment Ranking .

As a result of the passage of PL 92-5n0, the federal

“government through EPA recquires the state o submit an Annual

Strategy for Hater Quality Control activities and emphasis

~ during the following Tiscal year. A part of this strategy

is a ranking of the stream S’””eqts based on:
2. Severity of pollution

b. Population affected

'c. tieed for presefvatibn of high quality waters

d. Hational prioritics.

Inasmuch as these are exactly the concerns outlined in the
federal regulations for project oriority assignments, the
Stream Segment Ranking may be directly utilized in these
cntema° :

In 1973, DLQ identified and ranked 77 “stream seoments”
with highest point being number 1 and lovest po1nL being
number 77. The ranking reflected the best collective

Judgment of the Department of relative nced for ltqu1atorv
~attention. The same ranking was used in 1974 and is

proposed Tor use again this year. The rankinag is at-

. tached as Attachment TI. The roint assigaments for

grant priority purposes u111 bn in 1nvcrse ordﬂr to -
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their relative standing, assigning projects on the
highest stream a score of 77 nomnts and those on the lowest
1 point.

4.. Project Type

This general classification is essentially unchanged
from previous years. Projects veceiving 10 points in-
clude sevage treatment plants, plant outfalls, and such
public scwer system rehabilitation as can he shown to have
an obvious economnic benefit by extending the effective life

-~ and pcrrornance of Lhe sewage treaiment plant.

IntercopLor severs, pajor nunp1na stations and Pros—
sure mains would be assigned & points, in keeping with t
emphasis on sewage treatment plant construction.

Projects which incorporate both treatment works and
interceplors would receive 10 points.

5. Sten Status

The federal regulations make definite distinctions
among the various phases of a project, delincating between
the Facilities Plan (Step 1), the preparation of nlans and

~specifications (Step 11), and construction {Step III). The
funds are most urgently nceded at this time for the orderly
progression of projects throtuch construction. The con-
struction phase, -being the most costly, is the most ’
critical from the stand ipoint of cash flow, and cannot be
deferred once under way. The importance of this step
is underscored by assigning 3 points to construction as
an intergroup separator. This will ensure that the nroject
nearing construction would be funded before dnitiating
planning, of an otherwise equivaient project. Step T and
Step II projects would receive 1 and 2 points, rcsnecL1v ly.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

It is the intent of the grant project prioritizetion system to pro-
vide a method for evaluating nrojects for federal funding such thet all
reasonable criteria of neced are quantificd. Yhen developing a priovity
Tist of identified needs, it 1s impossible to assess the full impact
of the alternatives and bring these factors into the evaluatien and
priority assignment. There could be seme projects which will not pro-
gress beyond the Facilities Plan steoe because the "no-build” option
is the best econemic and envircnmentally responsible alternative. Thus,
a project could have priority for a Step I plan and cease to be a priority
need as a result of the plan. However, once a Step 1@ grant is received,
and design of facilities is commenced, the project must waintain priority
through the conerUCL1on phasc. S

Thus, it is proposed that all projects receiving a Step I1 grant
one, year-and not reaching the Step 111 phase the same year -be placed
‘at the top of the priority list for tnﬂ nrxt year in the same relative

rank as the previous ycar,

Y v
]
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Collection systems are pronosed for funding where Bandatory Annox-
ation Ordey oy Drill Hole Elimination Regulations necessitate a project.
It should be ewmphasized that such funding is anticiceted to be aprlic-
able in FY 76 only, in vicw of the fact that sufficient funds will be
available to accommodate the construction of necessary rrejects durving
that fiscal year. The situation vill andoubtedly be different in TY
77, and it is forescen that the Commission will wish to review this
particular concept in detail next year hefore extendinu such eligi-
-bility. '

RECOMMEHDATION

./.

1t is recommended that the proposed priority ranking systerm be
~adopted by the Commission so that a priority 1ist for £77.5 million of
FY 7¢ construction grant money can be developed and presented at a hear-
ing for adoption as required by Tederal rules.

A, Mo

KESSLER R. CANOH

HLS:rgn
4:~]8~75

)
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ATTACHHENT I

1

111

1y

Criteria for Priority Rankfng
of
Sewerage Works Construction Needs for FY 70

Purpose

The criteria and rules for application set forth herein shall be
used to govern the priority ranking of identified sewerage worls con-
struction necds Tor construction grant funding pursuant to applicable -
state and federal law and regulations from July 1, 1975 through June 30,
1976. The criteria and rules for application shall be reevaluated
prior to June 30, 1976 to assess the necessity for changes based on
availability of funds relative to needs.

Definition .
Applicable definitions from ORS Chapters 468 and 454 sha?l apply. -
Development and Adopt1on of Project Priority List

At least annually, and prior to the heginhing of the fiscal year
related to the available grant funds, the Department shall prepare a
proposed project priority 1ist pursuant to the criteria and rules for
apptication set forth herein. As required by federal rules and after
appropriate notice, a hearing shall be held on the proposed 1list.
Following evaluation of testimony received and modification as neces-
sary, the Commission shall adopt a project priority list which shall

- be the official Sewage ¥Works-Construction Grant Priority list of the

State of Oregon. The adopted list may be revssed at any time following
appropriate notice and hearing.

-

Prlorngy Criteria
Ideniif1ed needs sha11 be ranked using a numerical point system.

Tab]e A contains the schedule for points assignment within each
of the five categories of:

a) Project Need

b) Regulatory Emphasis

c) Stream segment ranking

~d)  Project Type

e) Step Status

Except for projects receiving 1000 total points under the Project
keed catCJo:y, each need or project will be assigned appzop11ate
points in each of five categories. The points for cach project will
then be added and sum therefrom will be the point total used Tor
developing the project priority Tist. The project with the highest
point total will be the highest priority project.

Rules Tor Application of Criteria
A Assignment of Points

Points shall be assigned for each project based on best

avai]ab1e data at the time of ranking for adeption of a

1ist. In the event additional information justifies a
: change in p01nt assignuent, change in ranking shall be
~accomplished in accordance with B or.C below.

e
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B

Additions or Llevation in Ranking.

Projects may be added to the list or elevated in ranking
. at the discretion of the Director subject to the following
- procedure:

1. Points shall be assigned in accordance with Table A
and the point total will determine the ranking of
the project with respect to prejects already on the
1ist. ' . :

2. Sponsors of those projects which have fewer total points
"~ than the new or re-ranked project shall be notificd of
the proposed list modifications and a public hearing
shall be scheduled with appropriate notice given for the
purpose of receiving testimony on the 1ist modifications.

3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the
Commission may adopt the modified 1ist as under Section
111, ) '

Deletion or Reduction in Ranking
Projects may be deleted from the 1ist or reduced in ranking

by the Director without pubtic hearing either in the event of a
project's receiving full funding, or by.reassessment of point

‘totals or basic project desirability. Sponsors of projects thus
-deleted .or reduced in ranking shall be notificed of the revised
- status of the project and may request a hearing before the

Comnission regarding the revised status. Such a hearing request
must be made to the Director within 20 days Tollowing receipt of
the notification of revised status and the Director shall schedule

a hearing before the Commission within 60 days.

Carhyover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lists

1. A1l projects which have received a Step II or Step III
grant in a given Tiscal year and are not completed will
automatically be placed at the top of the priority 1list
Tor the next fiscal year in the same relative ranking
as they appeared in the prior year in order to assure
continuity and funding.

2. A1 projects which have not yet received any Qrant or
have received only a Step I grant will be subject to
reprioritization along with all new projects for the
next year's list.

Project Scheduling

Funds shall be reserved for cach project for those phases
that are scheduled for initiating within three months of the end
of the fiscal year. Phases which will not.be initiated within
that time frame will be scheduted for funding from subsequent
year funds.  In the event.of schedule stippage, the Departmoent
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may either reserve the funds for an additional three months or may
allocate same to the next project on the list awaiting funds: The
Department shall notify the applicant of its intent to take such
action.

Contingency Reserve

A minimum of 15% of each fiscal year's allocation of grant
funds shall be set aside as a contingency reserve for grant
increases and cost adjustments. A portion of the contingency
reserve may be allocated to initiate new projects three months .
prior to the end of the fiscal year if it appears that the tofaT
reserve will not need to be maintained.

VI Elgibility for Funding

A

Except as noted in B below, facilities eligible for grant assis-
tance shall be limited to sewage treatment works, interceptor
severs, major pumping stations and pressure mains, and such public
seweyr system rehabilitation as can be shown to have an obvious-cost
effective benefit related directly to size, effective lifc or
performance of the sewage treatment plant. -

For FY 76, collection systems shall be eligible for grant assis-
tance where such systems are required to comply with a mandatory
annexaltion order. jssued pursuant to ORS 222 qr DLQ regulations
requiring elimination of Waste Disposal Hells (OAR Chapter 340
Section 44-005 ct seq). This elgibility of collection systems will

‘not be extended beyond June 30, 1976 unless the Environmental

Quality Commission finds that sufficient fTederal funds are avail-

. able to perinit extension without jeopavrdizing the construction

HLS:ak

April 18,

- program for essential treatment works and interceptor sewevs.

1975
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.+ Table A
. Project Priority Ranking Criteria for TY 76
Point Point
Assignment Categories

Project Need

1000 Total* Project necessary to comply with mandatory annexation order
under ORS 222 or Wastce Disposal Well Schedule under OAR
Chapter 340, Section 44-005 et seq. ({Includes sewage col-
lection system, where appropriate).

{*Points for regu1atory_emphésis, stream scgment rénking,
project type, and step status included in total.)

800 Project nccessary to achieve compliance with in-stream Vater
Quality Standards contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4
Subdivision 1 or eliminate a contribution to standards
violation.

700 ’ Project necessary to comply with minimum waste treatment

' B standards or effluent standards established by the Department
of Environmental Quality or the Environmental Protection
Agency.

600 -Project needed to minimize or eliminate documented "non
point source" contamination of groundwater or surface waters
relating to subsurface sewage disposal system malfunction in
known urban or urbanizing areas.

400 Project desirable for preVLntlon of potential water pollution
problems.

Regulatory Emphasis

100 Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regulation.
90 NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit.
" 80 Letter directive, preliminary planning approval or project

authorization from the Department of Environmental Quality.

50 Other written statement of prOJect desirability by DEQ or
the Commission.

Stream Segment Ranking

77 maximum  Streams ranked in inverse order to fhat shown in "Annual
State Water Stratcgy - FY 75",

Project Type

10 ' Sewage treatnent plant projects including cost effective
sewer rchabilitation.

8 ' Interceptor scwers, major pumping stations and pressure.

' ' mains., L R
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Point o Point

Assignment . Lategories,
1 Steb 1 - Facilities plan prepération.
2 Step 1T - Preparati@qfof plans and specifications.
3 ‘ Step. 111 - Project construction.

*




Nﬁmber Namc of Sngmont(f)
i Tualatin River
2‘ Willamette Rivex
.3f Coos Bay
4 DeschuteS_Rivef
5 South Umpqua Rivqr
G Unrpgua and North Unpqua Riyer‘
i Rogue Rive;
8 Bear Creek ) )
9 ﬁ Colurbia River
10 John'?ay River )
1 .Grande Ronde River , -
iz Sandy River "
13A Skipanon River
14 Necanicum River . .
15 Neacoxie Qreek‘
e Hehalen River )
37 | i Rehalem Ray
18 Wilson River
18 Txask Rivér
20 Tillamook River
2} :Tiilamook Bay
22 ) ZNestﬁcca River
(*) Hamed segment includes tr&butur{es thereto unless such_ttibntarics L .

., B
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STEEAM SEGHENT RANKING
“from "Annual State Mater Strateqy -~ FY 75"

"are otherwise listed.




23
24
25
26
27
28"

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

" 37
38
30

40

43
a4
45
46

47

a

Hame of Scement

Netarts Bay
Siuslaw River

Cheteo River and Chetco Cove

- Coguille River

South Coguille River
yaquina River

South Yamhill River
1ill Creek

Hoxrth ¥Yamhill River
fgﬁhiil River |
Pudding Rive;

o

Molalla River

South Santiam River ~
gantiam and Rorth Santiam River
Pacific Ocean )
Coas; Fork Willamette River
#iddle Fork Willamette River
Clackamaz River

HeKenzie River

Rickreall Creek

Luckiamule River

Marys River

Calapooia River

Long Tom River

Columbia Slough




Humboer

P

49

53
54
55
56

57

60
61

" 62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71

R

13 "';’I- 4

Rame of Seqment
‘Mood River
Umatilla River
;Clnﬁath River
Sprague River
Lost River |
Milliamson River
Snak-e River
Silvi'es River
| Salmon River
" Msea River -
- Lower Umpgua River -
Lewis.and (_:llark River
' -Klasf:am‘.ne River
White Tiver
.I'Zarm Springs River
Crooked River
Metolius River
Spring River
Fall River
Lit1';le Deschutes River _
North Fork Joln Day River
South Fork John Day River
Walla Walla River
ifl’a:)x-.'c'ier River

$allowa River

i

kg

..




- Silver River

tlane of Segment .

Owyhee River, -

Donneyr and Blitzen River
Chewvaucan River

Thomas Creek

[ .




REMARKS BY FRED DELANEY TO ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
JUNE 27, 1975-9:00 AM

Honeywood Park is a mini subdivision lying west to east beginning at
185th about 4 or 5 blocks south of Baseline Road. The subdivision is
bordered on the south side and the east end by Beaverton Creek. The
Aloha sewage treatment plant is just across Beaverton Creek at the east
end of Honeywood Park.

The homes in Honeywood Park are all new - the earliest built in late
1973 or eaxly 1974 - and are in the low to high $40,000 range. The
gubdivision is about one half to three quarters completed. There are
4% acres of common ground along Beaverton Creek which acts as a flood
plain during times of high water. The high water will cover the back
of many of the home owners' properties. The common ground has two 10'
easements to allow all the families of the home owners access to it.

Our problem is two-fold - (1) Beaverton Creek is polluted. 1t is gray-
blue to bluish black depending on the amount of water flow due to weather
and gives off an offensive odor. Residents have reported solid forms

of pollution floating in the creek also.

On the south side of the creek there are residents that have lived
there for many years that have stated the stream used to have fish and
that they and their children caught fish from it but now there are no
fish at all.

Members of the Homeowners Association have reported the strong stink
from the stream when one of the children or dog either fell in or
had been swimming:in the stream came home.

There is no question - the stream is polluted and does not meet the
requirements set by the Tederal Water Pollution Act. (2) The stink
that is given off by the Aloha sewage treatment plant. There isn't a
day goes by that the stink can be ignored, particularly if you are
outside working in the yard or sitting on your deck. For those
property owners across Beaverton Creek from the treatment plant, the
smell is almost constant. The frequency and degree seem to vary
according to the flow of the stream but even now the plant emits an
obnoxjious smell and frequently emough to say that the conditiom is the
rule not the exception. During the last spell of warm weather, the
stink was almost constant and strong.

The members of Honeywood Park Homeowners Association have moved into the
subdivision at varying dates. As far back as one year, inquiries were
made as to these conditions to the various agencies - U.S5.A, - DEQ Staff,
etc. Reasons and assurances were given that plans were made, some of
which were in progress, that would alleviate and solve these problems.
While the plans were completed, the problem exists to the same degree

if not worse.

From the layman's point of view, it appears to us that the sewage treatment
plants - both Beaverton and Aloha - are not sufficient to carry the load
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required. Therefore, the polluticn of the stream and the stink of

the treatment plant continue, As the west area of Portland grows, it
1is imperative that each unit built and occupied have ready the necessary
sewagéwwater and electric facilities to properly support its addition

to the community without spoiling its neighbors environment.

If solving the problem of pollution in Beawverton Creek and the air
pollution form sewage treatment planits means a moritorium on building
in Washington County - so be it!

Preventing pollution before it starts - not cleaning it up after it
happens - is the order of the day.




KESS CANNON

Director

Petey For your records -




9350 SW Wi
Portland, 97219
June 25, 1975 )

Environmental Quality Jommission
Dept. of HEavircnmental Quality
1234 8W Morriscn

Portlaend, 97205

Dear Commissicn Members, o

I an writingto you céncerning the priority list drawn up by
the DEG for granting federal funids to munlcipsal sewase works,
I received a copy of the list on Monday, June L6 along with the
State water strategys since that time I have discusgssed the mat-
ter w1th many people and have loocked at a few of the Droposed
projects, Turing thisg timé I have become increasingly disturbed
that many projects will Be funded which will have Tfar renging
congequences that have not bheen adequat@lv assessed. This 1s due
to the time pressure of trying to compileé a list so ag to be able.
to gpend the federal funds as soon as bhev hecone available (next
week), Indicatlive of fthis hurried approsched is that the rublic
hearing to present the priority list (reguired hy federal law)
was held just last Friday with all the testimony given to be con-
sldered an’d prioritiss re- evaluated this week prﬁir to presgenta-
tion for adoptlon this Friday, Considering that 77.5 million
dollars are involved it seems to be a rather hasty declsicon to
say the least, I have been told that somewhere cover 130 projects
Will receilve funding; Mr, Hal Sawyer stated last PFridayv at the
nearing that once the cut-off point has heen decided uncn 1t will
e "like a horserace™ for the chiovsen municipalities to obtain
Chelr monies, in other womrls, the priority list looses any nean-
ing and those with plans will Be able to recelve funding faster
tnan those without, While this may anpear reasonahle, 1t does:
not strike me as being conducive to drawing up careful, well . thought
out and considered altermative plans and consequences; I doubt
that DEQ has the inclination or time/manpower to be able to ra-
view all these plans thoroughly. Indeed, questions asked by othous
people to the DEQ personrel concerning specific projects have
.~ been unanswered, DEQ does not always know just what they encompass.
" 5ally Rose of OSPlR” tegtified that’ Dﬁqwis not sufficientiy con-
81der1ng the land use 1mplicatlons of the SEWAEES woyks as requlred

To oolht ou% Tmnme 0? the qunq#lons potential problems and ime-
~pactas I will ghare some of my Llnﬂlmqs of the past week and a half,
4 guegtion I have ig the necessity of the Lake (Qswege Tvergreen
intercentor (#97) and why it has ags high a ranking ag it has.

This nroject involvegs putting an interceptor line through the Tryon
Ureek State Park which would replace two pumping stationg (it

would then run on gravity flow)., The cost-benefit analysis finds
that 1t would only cost 1,000 dollars more Lo upgrade the pump-

. ing statlons than bulld the interceptor; to me this cost seeus
worth paying te avoid Aisturbing the park which isg characterized
as belng undeveloped, A recentlisms:bullt line through the park
caused all sorts of problems, such as bad erosion: in the past
I have heazrd complaints of the smell of the sewer. lines, hardly
a degirable conditions for a state park,. o

My next area of concern came about indirectly. I have been told
that. Beaverton Creek ig badly polluted asround Aloha due To ovel-
loading of the treatment plants in the vielnity. I was curlious




'

Lo find out what future plans existed and if any of the treat-
ment facilities in question were on the priority list. AL pre-
gentd, there a2re TLwo regional facilities in the makingsfor the
Tualatin basin: Yurhamn and Rock C reek. Both are designed for
high treatment and will phase out many of the existing plants
by use of interceptor lines. These have been the plans for

many years now, and I'm sure comply with Washington County‘'s
l1and use plan hut a potential nrobhlem hes surfaced. In talking
with Tom Lucas of CRAG this past week, I learned that in their
initial 208 area wide studies They are beginning to auestion
the wisdom of the regional »nlants. I was rather startled To
hear this so on furthur inqulrxy Lucas explalined that he was
thinking that the non-point runcff perhaps deserves more att-
ention as the problem and thakt althoush the treatment from the
plants will he 8o high, it is 2 lot nf sewnge to discharze fron
one point., DNDiscussing the matter with other pecople later more
ldeas came up, such as that small treatment plants might be
-more desgirable due to the feasibility of land application (ir-
rigation) which ig not vosgeible with the volume going through a
- regional plant; another consideration might be to spread out
the load (and impact) on the river more, There are five pro-
" jects on the priority list from the Tualstin basin, perhapss
-1t would De besgt to walt untlil CRAG has made some declsions
before proceeding too much furthur and making the area wlde
. plaming a farce. At this point I weould 1like to refer to the
S fifth annual report of the Council on Environmental Quality
(1974) . The report states "another phenomenon related to the
congtruction of large interceptors (such a2s are planned for

the Tualatin basin} 1s the tendency for developers to move im-
mediately te the end of the new line in order to take advantage
of both the availalle sewer service and the low land costs on
the urban fringe. The result 1s a costly leap-frog and fill-in

- development pattern, which increases the difficulty of properly

planning the tinming and sirze of other publie facilities and
spreads the urban arvea out in a pattern that is wasteful of
land and enersy resources,” :

My prime concern has basen with the projscts designed to
sewer the coast, especlaliy those planmed in Lincoln Countv,
Specifically, I am refering to the Southwest Lincoln County
Sanitary Districtwhich plans fto have an inbterceptor running
from just scuth of Waldport Lo Yachats along hwy., 101 and the
Bay to Bay project which involvesgs an interceptor line from
Newport to Waldport for a total of 22 miles. Refore T discuss
this furthur I would again like to quote the fifth annual revort,
"Cost factors favor the choice of large regional treatment
plants with assoclated sewers. But, as with sewers, the over-
design of capacity in the reglonal plant becomes a self-full-

. filling prophecy. Coastal and other areas of seasornal home con-

struction may be particularly affected because ofily a limited
amount of land may be avallsble for high density development...
While a series a% of smadler but individually expandable plants
might be more costly in such circumstances, the community could
redaln more control over development. It 1s important to assure
that such options are considered and the potentizl land use
impacts are recognized prior to Federal funding.® The report
elso discusses the problems sssociated with large intercepiors
running throuch undeveloped land, such as hetween townss.

At present, the population of Yachats is anrx, #4350, waldport
1s 720, Wewport 5,200, and the 3W Lincoln County 5.0, 2024 perm-
anent, 560 tourist. ¥or the 3, D,, this ameans 1140 units {using




their information) along & mileg or an averzse density of about

1 unit/5 acres, The area is zoned to have 2z saturatiuon density
of 19,000 peovle, projected hy vear 2025 to he 5250 permanent
1450 tourist., On the coast slde of hwy. 101 much of fthe land
is woned to 6-10 unite per acre, quite a sizeable increase
over pregsent conditions, Roth Waldport and Yachats have new
sewage treatment plants desiegned beyond present needs (Wald-
port has over twlce the capacity). The sanitary district is
the area between the two townsg, at present it has primarily
sub-gsurface treatment. The assessment states that the area 1z
not sulted for sub-surface, and concludes that a sewer system
1g the only acceptable answer, At this point, I would like to
suggest an alternative. In Furope, there has been much work
done on self-containerized units, These vnits are designed Lo
nold, the wastes untll in 2-3 years time they have decompossed
sufficiently to be uged as nulch or whatever, 1 propose that
Oregon take a lead and explore the nosgibllitles and feaasibll-
ity of these units (or gsomething relatoa} a3 an alternative,
~To be eligible for federal funding, they could be rented from
“towns and publically maintained; by being self-contained they
would eliminate They worries of sub-surface failures but not
be causge for The rapid developmeni that follows an interceptor.
In the meantime, the people of Lincoln County have not yetb
voted on & comprehensive cewer plan, 1t seems to me that it
should come pricr to any projects belng undertaken., I do not
know how well this plan fits inte the LCDC =zoals and zuide-
lines, I do know they stats “particular attention should he
given to the conflict between rural,ie, the agricultural, foregt
and open land on the one hand, and urhan and urbanizing lans
on the other,” This seemns “ppllcable in this cese, to me,
Briefly, T woulAd like to mentlon other prejects which have
been brought to my attention as potential problens. They are:
#4, Unatilla-WceNary (see Sally Rose's testimony): 46, Wetarts-
Oceanside where 2n HIS was deemed necessary:; #8 Redwood 38D,
also has had an EIS written; #10, Bend, treatment facilities
to cover areas nobt already developed; #71, Lincoln Clty where
a pumplng station is by a beach accesag; 78, Government Camp
SD. which will be an expansion while upgrading allowing for
gome new subdivislons; #99, Jlackamas Co.-thodadendron-ielches
wnich 1s also on the mountain (no plensg have been drawn up yet)
4106, Beay blPeﬁ Valley SA, Central Point and Westsides; High-
way 101 8D (#117), north of Tillamook with a question of dev-
eloping farm land;&#124, Albany NE where an interceptor would
pass through vacant land, I don't kaow how many other guestbons
would crow up upon a closer look at any of these projects, I
suppose no one will krniow until after thev have bheen cons frucf—
&d=(hindsite is always more revealing than foresite it seems).
Nue to the large number of guestionable projects on the nriority
list, I would like to ask that a decision tomaccept the list be
postponed for a month or fTwo until furthur informstion l1g av-
allable, both from LC DC and from furthur consideration of the
validity of the projects ag they are currentlv. The federal
funds will still he available, maybe they would net 211l be
gpent by the end of the year but I think some more costly, non-
correctable errors can bhe avolded, In any event, I think it
ghould be stregsed that additional information recelived be
conglidered and the projects flexible enough that in the event

crne 18 deemed wiwortny of pursrit, it he drowned, Thank-vou
for your consideration, Sincerely VOUTq
Cous

YRS u:—p\t\qc)ujﬂ\:((‘ PROXN i
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‘ ; By Dave Rorden

‘Local objections have ap-
parently caused the state Parks
Department and the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality
to reconsider plans to install a
$26,000 portable sewage ireat-
ment plant at Beachside State
Park, south of Waldport.

Parl{s engineering supervisor,
Jépn_Hollingsworth--and--Fred

 Boltop, agsisiant director of the
. D.E.Q,, indicated at_a meeting

Hfmuthwes#unmmCBung;
ary District board of

'dﬁgm 19_that plans for
‘the ‘paciage’ treatment plant

will be reviewed in ight of local

. opposition hefore any final de-

cislon to go ahead thh the proi-
ect i3 made,

But Hollingsworth sald the
only alternative may be to close
the park—at least until the sani-
tary districi’s proposed $4,290,-

. 000 sewer system is installed.

" “We estimate it would cost
$31,000 per camping season if
we have to continue to pump
each geptic tank daily and have
the sewage trucked to Waldport
for treatment,”’ he said. He
indicated the cost involved
might force the closure of the

. park if the porlable facility is

nat approved.
' Approval to pump each septic

| tank in the park was granted by

" the D.E.Q. last summer after it

had originally ordered the park

closed because of & failing sub-

Rt 774

@@fg’&

uurface drainfield.
“We met with DLE.Q. 0ff1c1als
after the closure order to try to

work out some plan o keep the’

park open,” he said. “What we
came up with was a plan for a
portable biclogical treaiment
plani in which the outfall would
be chlorinated.” .

H. sald the plans called for an
effluent *line placed along the
Spruce Production Railroad
right-of-way to a fenced-off, 3-
acre area on National Forest
land where six sprinklers will
discharge the outfall, Forest

Service officials have piven.

approval for the project. .

“We estimate the cost of put- .

ting in such a system would be
$37,000," he sald,
$11,00{] woth of equlpment such
as pumps and the {reatment
plant can be moved whenit is ne
longer needed and placed in
other parks.” Thus, the ‘non-
recoverable’ cost of the plant
would be $26,000.

Fred Bolton said the waste
material after treatment would
he sirpilar to the outflow of the
Waldport and Yachdts sewer
systems.

“Bulsince there is no smtable
receiving stream in the area,"
he said, ‘‘we had to go bo a land
receiving area.’

“Thls is a flat, ‘mgged-off
area,” ‘added Hollmgsworth
“Any drainage, we feel, would
be into the highway ditch. We
don't think the drainage will af-
fect any persons’ property.”

Bolton emphasized if the
D E.Q. grants a permit to the
parks department, it would be
only for an interim basis.

“A condition of the permit, if
it is granted, would be that as

'soon as a sewer is available, the

park must heok up and phase
out the ireauncnt plant,” he
said. ‘

But thoge agsurances did litile

-0 mollify members of the board

and local residents, who ex-

Cpenditure of tax dellars to keap

“but ‘about

© been little experience with the

" would have fo-vespond.Lo.”
;. Detaiis of the §700,060 hond ©
"issue election, schiedulen for
March 18, were outlined hy

. -?d

p] essed oupo gition to the ex-

the park open.

“It’s going to cost $26,000 io
keep the park open for the two
years hefere the sewer is in,”
said Jean Duckett, board seore-
tary. “Why not spend thig
money o support the district's
efforts to put the sewer system
in?" Her  senliments were !
echoed by other board membears
as well as those in the aundience,

One resident said il the staie
spends $26,000 to install the in-
terim  system, ‘‘that means
we're subsidizing with our tax
doliars the people in the valley
who are rich enough to hring -
their irailers over here. The -
state would be spending $26,060 ¢
i encourage people lo use gas.
and waste energy.”

In answer to a guestion about
possible adverse environmental
effects of the sprinkling,
Hollingsworih said there should
be no i} effects on the newly re- -
planted trees in; the area.

“§f anthing, it should give
them a hoost,” he said. '

Bui he admitted there has’

gystem so far, and said the
departrment was prepared io-
replant the area if the geedlings
are damaged,

Jollon also suid the Southwest
Lincoln Districl may be moved

up.on the D.I.Q. "9 priorify fist
for TUndng. 1T pregently ranis
flﬂth ona hst of MJ&A_ - '

ouf_—s'ome FLOEL N_e,a__fgi tung-
ifg." he said, “hased on s ES
trict’s progress and ability to
move ahead with its plans. But 7
thEpriorities are reviewed
évery year. We did not realize
yOu Wt TOVING A8 SWiLly ..
a§ycu are toward a decision o,
YOUT 56Wer gystem, 5o 118 mqgmte
probable you would” | be moved
aliead of areay ‘dmt haven'i dCt— ‘
ed 80 Juxcidymmwtha»paatﬁyeqar-m
and_have. Fallan--behind—your
timeiable, especially if you pags.
your hond iscue in Mareh and

el AN engineer-io- g(‘}"trlrr“’ad—“ :

wltl the projuct, That 3 PR
something _ihe. departneat - )

projeet enginser Lew Powell of
Rob.rt Meyer Ln,g,mt,uf Lo, of
Beavarfon, ;

It the bond iy
e g

ssUe {8 appl wed




¥ % crease the tax burdea to about |

¢ 0 $1.3b per year per $1,000 of ag- j K

- sessed vulue—or an annual tax ;o
of $27.35 for the $21,000 home, , :

JLUIEE L JVEL y Ul ahaggaiasing o
Beaverton. -~ 0 i P
if the hond issue is approved, ;

Powellgstimated thal the inltial ¢

yaurly property tax for the own- 5
er of a hoine on a 70 by 100-foot
lot assessed at $21,000 would be

¢ 440, or aate of about $1.91 for

i
¢ cach $1,000 of assessed value. |
© 1 By 1880, district revenue from fo
1

increased connection fees for |
new users will probably de- |

" Powell sald, i

lines have not heen furmed, and

The general obligation bonds |

© would be assessed throughout

the digirict, he said, aud will be;
hased on property value, %

Other initial costs uf the $4,-1
240,000 Syatcm such ay LDCdli
lmpl overnent Digtrict (L.ID.)
assessinenty, will be hased on

syuare fuotage and proximity to

a colleclion line,

“All property wilthin 300 feet '

. of a collection line will be placed
sinan L. L D. and assessed ata i
. rate of 5.5 cents per square !

foot,” Powell said. For ihe
21,000 home on a 78 by 100-foot -
ot thig would mean an L.1.D,
us'aesc;mem of $385, .

Powell sald L.I.D. boundary :

will require formaiion hearings,

| pre-assessment henrings  and

¢ adjustrnent hearlngs, All regls-

icred propoerty owners In the
district will be notified by mall -
when hearlngs will he held,

Powell said L.LD. assess-
menis may he financed through
the Bancroft Bond program for
10 or 20 year perlods ul an inter-
est rales of seven percent,

He al:io sald low interesl loans
for Jow-income persons may he

available through the Farmer's

Home Administeation.

Other initial costs for users of
e gystemn will include o $100
conpneclion fee (fo e ralsed to

$500 9 duys after the gyutermn
goes do operation) and a $1b
inspection fee, -
Ugers will also pay u $5
monthly service charge.
The dialrict has appiled fo the
federal Linvirommental Protec--

“flon Apency for a $1.8 million

grunt o flnance 75 percent of
the costy of constructing the
interceptor gystem, pummp sta-
tiong «nd enlprgement and ex-
pansitn of the Yuachats sewer
treatnient plant,
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TESTIMONY OF BILL VAN DYKE

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

ON THE SUBJECT OF SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FOR FY 1976

JUNE 27, 1975

My name is Bill Van Dyke, | am a staff member of the Oregon
Student Public Interest Research Group, This testimony is based on
continuing research by O0SPIRG summer intern Sgi]y Rose on the land
use impacts of sewerage facilities construction, \Pre]iminary results

of that research indicate serious problems with the Department of

Environmental Quality's procedures for dealing with the land use im-

pacts of federal sewerage construction grants. First | will briefly

summalize Ms, Rose's testimony before the Department of Environmental

Poetland

Quality hearing last Friday. [ will then proceed to the Environmental )

Quality Commission's legal authority to change procedures on this
J \i} ' , ’{-',' 7 ;i‘_?‘_., . “! ::-.‘ﬁ] e : , g C Vi (),{_r-_"&l : ¢

issue. .~

e
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Sewerage facilities have become recognized as important deter=-
minants of land use. In the next year the Department of Environ-
mental Quality will administer $77.5 million in federal grants for

sewerage treatment werks construction in Oregon, This -is more than

doubte the amounts earmarked for this purpose in prior years. These
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grants have the potential for an enormous Tmpact on land use patterns

Clackumas

in this state.
The Department of Environmental Quality's current procedures for
assuring compliance with state-wide land use goals grew out of problems

with the controversial South Medford trunk project earlier this year,
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Gregon Student Fublie Interest Rescarch Group:
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In that situation, the City of Medford petitioned the Land Conservation and
Development Commission for review of the land use implications of the project
after EPA had awarded a construction grant to the sanitary authority.
LCPC dismissed the petition only after the city, Jackson County, and the san-
itary authority made arrangements for meetings toc work out their problems.

As a result of these events, the Environmental Protection Agency stated
its intention to stop further grant awards until a procedure was worked out
to insure that projects comply with state Taws,

A procedure has been developed by the State Executive Department and the
Environmental Protection Agency. As now followed by the Department of Environ=
mental Quality, that procedure requires county commissioners to submit a gen=
eral statement that their sewerage project meets provisions of the county com}
préhensive pland and state-wide land use goals and guidelines. The procedure
does not require specific findings on individual g?a1s and guidelines or on the
comprehensive plan showing that the pfoject does in fact cbmply with these
reqhirements.

Specific findings are important for two reagons. On one hahd, Oregdh
law requires the Department of Environmental Quality to carry out its programs
which affect land use in accordance with Oregon's land use laws, goals and
guide”nes.1 On the other hand, counties will be reviewing their comprehensive
plans to bring them into compliance with state-wide goals and guidelines over the
next year and probably longer. Until the end of this review period, there is no

assurance that counties have taken state-wide land use goals into account in their

1. ORS 197.180 states: "State agencies shall carry out their planning duties,
powers and responsibilities and take actions that are authorized by Taw with
respect to programs affecting land use in accordance with state-wide planning
goals and guidelines approved pursuant to ORS 197,005 to 197.430, 215,055,
215.510, 215,515, 215.535 and 453,345, :
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comprehensive plans. The blanket statement of compliance now required does not
assure that the county commissioners have taken a new and detailed look at their
comprehensive plan and statewide goals and guidelines in evaluating their sewerage
projects. Thus, the Department of Environmental Quality does not receive enough
information to say with assurance that a given'project complies with state laws,
goals and guidelines ==~ a responsibility it clearly has under ORS 197, 180.

fn testimony last Friday, O0SPIRG noted an éxampfe of apparent conflict with
state-wide goals and guidelines and the county comprehensive plan in the Umatilla=
McNary project, The County Conmissioners have submitted a stateﬁent that the
project meets provisions of its comprehensive plan and state-wide goals and guide~
lines .i In reviewing the project, 0SPIRG found that the interceptor would
serve several clusters of population in addition to McNary Townsite, These
clusters are surrounded by class Illlfarm}and. The Environmental Assessment for
the project admits that growth wifl occur in these areas, To the extent that
growth does occur on land used for farming as a result of this interceptoir, the
project would violate county comprehensive plan provisions and statewide interim
andiadopted goals for agricultural lands,

:Before anyone can determine whether this project would in fact viclate these
planning provisions, more information is needed oﬁ the amount of population growth
anticipated and current use of land surrounding the small population clusters,
Neither the Départment of Environmental Quality nor the City of Umatilla could pro-
vide OSPIRG witH this information, The fact that the department does not have this
information is signiciant. Without it, the department cannot possibly have any
assurance that the project complies with state-wide goals and guidelines, |

The Environmental Quality Commission clearly has the authority to require

counties to submit specific findings showing that a project complies with individual

1. “fhe Board of Commissioners of Umatilla County has reviewed C-410400-City of
Umatilla and finds it does not violate applicable land use plans of this county,
and it meets applicable state-wide planning goals and guideiines and laws."
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provisions of its comprehensive plan and individual state-wide goals and guidelfnes.
Under. ORS 197,180, the commission is obligated to cariy out its programs which
affect land use in accordance with state land use goals, guidelines and laws.

ORS 468,020 (1) authorizes the commission to adopt rules and standards it con-
siders necessary to perform functions vested in the coﬁmission by law,

OSPIRG urges the commission to adopt a rule requiring counties to submit such
specific findings. Several members of the Department of Environmental Quality
staff have indicated that they believe metropolitan area counties in the state
are reviewing their projects in this way already. Requiring specific findings
would assure that all counties follow this procedure. The requirement could pro-
vide added protection against problems later in the project process similar to
those in the South Medford project. Finally it would provide the Department of
Environmental Quality with some information to usze in evaluating.its sewerage

program for compliance with statewide goals and guidelines as the law requires.
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C»ENGR SEED

Ordered by the Senate June 14
(Including Amendments by Senate March 31 and by House June &
and by Second Conference Cornmitiee June 14)

. Spongored by Senators GROENER, THIORNE, POWELL, Representatives
R BYERS, BUNN, GROENER, JONiﬂb LINDQ,U]‘ST WALDEN

SUTIMAILY

The following suminnry s not prepared by the spopsors of the
ragastre and iz not a part of the body thereot subject to com-
sideraiion by the Legislative Assemnbly. II iz sn editor's brief
siatement of the esseatisl fepfures of the sneasure,

Requires field buruing permits io be issued in certain counties by De-
partment of Tnvironmental Quality. Permits Environmental Quality Corn-
mission to delegate duty to deliver permits to county governing body or five
chief of rural fire protection district. ‘

Requires field burning, instead of being banned after January 1, 1975,
to be phased down to not more than [50,()0{) acres after 19771 95, 000 mcres
in 1977, Thereafier, permiis for the bm-ning of not more than 5{),000 acres
may he issued after taking into comsideration certain {actors. Requires
commission and legisinlive conumittes 'to repart to Fifty-ninth Legzslﬂilw
Assemhbly recomumendations {or possible modifications . Permits Governor
to allow exceptions in case of extreme hardship or other specified condi-
tions, Sintes legisluiive policy that permits are to be issued for bhuyning
maximtm acreages speeiflied oply wpon certuin condifions,

Requires Environmental Quality Commission, in making rules govern-
ing field burning, to consult with certain other agetcies and perinits'it %o
consull with ceriain other agoencies.

. Reguires person seeking permit for field burning to submit statement
thati acreage to be burned will be planted to seed crops other than cereal
grains which require burning. Permits conlrary planting in case of crop

! failure.

Continued on page 2
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HOTE: Matler io Beld faen in an amended section Is wsew; matter [Halle and bracks
cted] i3 existing law to Dbe omiited; complete new gections begin wilh
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Contiveed from poge 1

Creafey Ovepon Field Sanitation Committee fo replace present field
burning committee, Prescribes membership and duties of commiilee. Makes
commiitee special advisory committee to comwmission in adopting rules
related to field burning. Reguires commitfee to vepert quarterly to Legis-
Iative Commitiee on Trade and Bconomic Development., Authorizes com-
mittee to assist persons wishing {o use alternative methods of field sani-
tation and straw ulilizaticn by ssgisting in purchase and lease,

Requires annual registration with county governing body or fire chief
of rural fire proteciion district of acreage to be burned. Requires fee for
permil by depariment of $3 per acre in 1975, $4 per acre in 1976, $5.50 per
acre in 1977 and $8 per acre thereafter, Requires refunding of fee where
burning is accomplished by mobile sanitizer. [Requires refunding of ones
half of fee where siraw was removed prior fo burning.} Requires payment
of 20 cents per acre of fee fo county governing body or rural fire protection
“district for administration of registration. Requires 50 cents of acreage {ees
to be deposited in smoke manapement fund. Includes approved sliernative
field sanitation and straw willization and dispesal methods within definition
of “pollation contrel facility” for purposes of tax credits.

]

Provides civil penalties.
Malkes related changes.
Declaves emergency.

A
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(3] . C-Eng. 5B 311
A BILL TOR AN ACT
Relai:ing to field burning; creating new provisions; amending ORS 468.140,
468,200, 468.455, 468,460, 4068465, 468.470, 468.475, 468.480 and 408.485;
appropriating money; and declaring an emergency.
Fie 1t Fnacted By the People of the State of Oregon:
SECTION 1. Section 2 of this Act is added to and made a part of ORS
408.455 to 468,485, '
SECTION 2, (1) On an& after Januery 1, 1975, permits for open burn-

ing of perennial grass seed cvops, annual grass seed ercps and cereal grain

: crops are required in the counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460

and shall be issued by the Department of Environmmental Quality in accord-
ance with air pollution conirol practices and subject to the fee prescribed
in ORS 468.480. The permit degceribed in this section ghall be issued in con-
junction with permits required under ORS 476.360 or 475.860..

(% The Environmental Quality Comnission may by rule delegate to

sny county court or board of county commissioners or fire chief of 2 rursl

v fire protection district the duty to deliver permils to burn acreage provided

sueh acreage has heen registered pursuant to paragraph (a} of subsection
(1) of ORS 463.480 and fees have heen paid pursuant to paragrash (b) of
subsection (1) of ORS 468,484,

Section 8. ORE 468.200 is E:FTIEX‘L(EE& to read:

468.290. Except as provided in this section and in ORS 468.450, 476.38¢
and 478.960, the air pollution laws contsined in [QRS 448305, 454.010 to
454,040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.5315 to 454,355, 454.405 to £54.425, 454.505 to
454,535, 454.605 to 454.745 and] this chapter do not apply to;

(1) Agricultural operations and the growing or harvesting of crops
and the raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shail he
subject fo regulation [under this section, ORS 468,455 to 468,485, 476.380,
476.990, 478960 and 478.9907 pursuant o this 1875 Al

(2} Use of equipment in agricultural operations in the growth of crops
or the raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shall be sub-
ject to regulation funder this section, QRS 468.455 {0 468.485, 476,380, 476.950,
478.960 and 478.990] pursuant to this 1975 Aet ;
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(3) Barbecue equipment used in connection with any residence;

(4) Agricutiural land clearing operations or land grading,

5Y Heating equipment in or used in connection with residences used
exclusively as dwellings for not more than four families;

(6) Iires zet or permitted by any public agency when such fire is
set or permitted in the performance of its cofficial duty for the purpose
of weed abaterent, prevention or elimination of a fire hazard, or instruc-
tion of employes in the methods of fire fighiing, which in the opinion of
the apency is necegsary; or

(7 Fires set pursuvant to permit for the purpoese of instruction of em-

ployes of private industrial concerns in methods of fire fighting, or for

» civil defense insiruction.

Section 4. ORS 468.455 is amended to vead:

458,455, In o concerted effort by apricultural interests and the public
to overcome problems of air pollution, it is the purpose of [ORS 468.455 to
468.485, 476,380 und 478.960 to phase out open field burning in the counties
listed in subsection (2} of ORS 468460 when a fensible gliernative method
of field sanitation becomes available, to fix o specified date for terminotion
of open field burning and, further, to encourage stabilized acreage until
feasible alternative methods of field sanitation become available] this 1975
Aci {0 provide incentives for &evei@‘gmené of allernalives to opern feld
burning, to phase out open field burping aud to develop feasibie alternative
methods of field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal.

Section 5. ORS 468460 is amended to read:

468.460, [After an alternative wmethod of field sanitation is certfied
under ORS 468.470, and becomes available as provided in subsection (2)
of ORS 468.470;] in order to regulate open field burning pursuant to ORS
468.475:

(1} Insuch areas of the state and for such periods of time o3 it considers
necessary to carry out the policy of QRS 468.280, the commission by rule
may prohibit, restriet o limit classes, types and extent and amount of
burning for perennizl grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops[,] and

grain crops [and other burning] .

g
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(5] C-Eng. 5B 311

(2) In addition to but not in lew of the provisions of QRS 468.475 and of
any other rule adopted under subsection (1) of this section, the commission
shall adopt rules for Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas, Marion, Polk,
Yamhill, Linn, Benton and Lane Counties, which provide for a morve rapid
phased reduction by certain permit areas, depending on particular local air
quality conditions and soil characteristics, [of] the extent, type or amount
of open field burning of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops
and grain crops [after an] and the availability of alternative [method is]
meﬂm% of field sanitation and straw uiilization and disposal, [certified
under ORS 468.470.)

(3} Befere promulgating rules pursuaﬂé to subsections (1) and (2} of
this scetion, the commmission shell consult with Qregon Blate University
and the Uregon Field Sanitation Committee and may consult with the Seil
Conservation Service, the Agricultural Stabilization Commission, the State
Hoil snd Water Cm‘ﬁsm’ifatinn Comnissien and other interested agencies.
The Oregon Field Sanitation Committee shall act 28 a special advisory
commitiee to the commission in the promulgation of suel roles. The conr
migsien mtist review and show on the vecord the recﬁmmeudﬂfimm of the
Qregon Field Sanitation Committee in promulgating such vules.

[(3)] (4} No regional air quality control authority shall have author-
ity to repgulate burning of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed
crops and grain crops. '

Section 6. ORS 468.465 iz amended to read:

468.465. (1) Permits under [ORS 476,380 and £78.960) section 2 of this
1975 Act for open field burning of cereal grain crons shall be issued in the
counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 only if the person seeking

the permit subinits to the issuing authority a signed statement under cath

§ oy affirmation that the acreage to be burned will be planted to seed creps

other than cereal grains which reguirve flmme sanitation for proper culdi.
vation, [fall legumes or perennial grasses. However, no open field burning
of cereal erops shall be permitted in the counties listed in subsection (2)

of OIS 468.460 ufter Yenuary 1, 19751
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(2) 'The department shall inspect ceveal grain crop acreage burned purs
susnt to subsection (1) of this section after planting in the following spring
to determine compliance with subsection (1) of this section,

(3) Any person planting comtrary to the vestrictions of subsection (1)

of this section shall be assessed by the depavtment a civil penally of $25

for each aeve planted contrary to the restrictions, Any fines collected by
the department pursuant te this subsectian shall be vsed by the depariment
for o smeolie manapement progyvam fu cooperation with the Orepon Seed
Counieil and for sdministration of this seetion,

(4) Any percon planling seed erops after hweming covesl grein erops
prersunnt o subsection (1) of this section may apply lo the department for
pavmissisn te plsnt contravy fo the restrictions of suboeciion (1) of this
seetion if the seed cvop fails o grow. The depavtmont may allow planting
comirary to the vestrictions of subsaction (1) of this section ¥ the ervop
failure crenrred by reassuns other than the negligence op intentional act of
ihe person planting the erop or one under his conirol,

Section 7. ORS 468450 is smended {o read:

468.470. [(1) Ewxcept as provided in ORS 468475, open field burning of
perennial grass sced erops end aennual grass seed erops shall be subject fo
regulation under QRS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.960 only until o commiitee
described in subsection (3) of this section certifies the availability of a
successful, feasible elternative-to open field burning in sufficient guaniity

to senilize grass fields, For the purposes of ORS 468450, 476.380 and 478.540,

| annual grass seed crops, perennial grass seed crops and grain or grass stub-

ble shaill be considered fo he combustible material.]

[(2) As such dlternafive metheds become available in quantity suffi-
ciznt -to allow phased reduction in buraing, the commission may begin to
phase out in proporiion to such availability the burning described in ORS
£68.460.]

[(3}) The committee shall consist of two members representing agri-
culiure appointed by the Director of Agriculiure from a Ust of five nom-

inees submitted by the Oregon Seed Council, two members representing the

g public appoinied by the direcior of the depariment and @ fifth memnber
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7] | C-Eng. SB 311
appointed by the Governor, Members shall De persons knowledgeable con-
cerning agriculturel practices and air quality contyol praectices which are
the subject of ORS 468.455 to 468.485.]

[(4) In cddition to its other duffes under this section, the committee
shall monitor the programs for development of jeasible alternative methods
of field sanitation, shall malke recommendations for the vesearch and de-
velopment of such methods to the Joint Commitiee on Ways and Means
during the legislative session or to the Emergency Board during tnterim
periods ond, ofter consultation with the department, shall establish stand-
ards under which certified alternatives are to operate us long as the come
mittee {8 in existence.]

L(5) In ewercising its duties under subsections (1) ond (4) of this sec- '
tion, the committee shall certify alternatives and establish standards only
after public hearing et which interested persons arve afforded an oppor-
tunity to be heard and jor which notice is given in @ manner reasonably
caleulated to notify interested persons of the time, place and subject of the
hearing.]

{1} The Jregon Field gani‘mﬁam Committes iz established and for the
purposes of this 1976 Act shall be referved to as the “commitice” The
eomurdttee shall consist of two members popresenting suricalfure appointed

by the Director of Agrieniivre from a list of fve nominees suhmitted by

hred

the Gregon Sced Council, twe members representing the publle appointed

by the director of tho department and a fifth member appolnted by the
Governor, Members shall be persons kunswledgealle concerndug apgricul-
tural practices and ajr quality control practices which are the subject of
ORG 468,455 to 468.445,

(%} The committes shall assume the datics and responsibiities formerly
heid by the field burning committies established pursuant to section 4,
chapter 563, Oregen Laws 1971 {repular session), which committee is abol-
ished, However, members of the field burning committes shall be the mem-
hevs of the field sanifation conuuitice until their ferms expive pavsuont to
stuhsceiion (3) of this section.

(3} The term of office of eseh member of ihe commities is four yens,
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but a member may he removed Toy cause. By lot, the commitice shall select
two of ifs members whose ferms expive on Decersher 31, 1978 and ene of ifs
members whese term expives Decomber 31, 1977, The remaining members’
terms shall expive on Pecember 33, 1978,

{4} The committes shall:

(s} Kiowitoy and conduet proprams for development of feasible slterna-
tive methods of field sonitation and straw utilization and disposal;

(1) Biske recopuuendations for research and developiment of alternn-
tive metheds;

(¢} Provide nszistance te persons wishing to obtain the use of feasible
methods of fleld sanitation and straw uiilization and disposa! and, in so
doing, sasist in purchasing, purchase and leage to users, and promesie exe
tensive use of such methods;

(ﬂi). Heceive and dishurse funds, ineluding but net Hmited to veluntary
contributicns from within and outside this state, grants and gifts; and

{e} Beport quarterly to the Legislative Commdtttee on Trade and Eco-
nomie Bevelopiment on the progress being made in discovering and wtiliz-
ing alernatives to open feld ’ézsmiﬂg.

(6} Bubject to the approval of the Executive Department, the commit
tee may:

(s} Enier inte confracts with publie and privete apencies to earry
out the purposes of demonsivation of aﬁﬂéemzativeg to pgricultural open field
Burrinings

(b} Apply for and obisin palents In the nome of the Siate of Uregon
and assign such rights therein as the comunitiee corsiders appropriste; .

(e} BEmploy sueh pevsomnel s is required to carry out the duties
assigned o i) and

(d) Sell and dispose of all surplus property of the comunitice, includ-
ing but not limited (o straw-based products produced or manulactured by
the eommittes,

SECTEON 8. Seclions 9 and 10 of this Act a2re added to and made a

» part of ORS 468455 to 468.485.

SECTLION 9 The commission shall establish emission standards for

certified alternative methods to open field burning,

.
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SECTION 10. The department, in coordinating efforts under this 1875
Act, shall:

(1) Enforce all field burning rules adopted by the commission and all
velated statutes;

(2} Monitor and prevent unlawful field burning; and

(3} Ald fire distrlets in caryying out their responsibilities for admin-
istering field sanltation progratns.

Sectlon 11 ORE 408470 i3 amended to read:

468,475, [After Jonwary I, 19751 (1) No person shall open burn or
cause to be open burned in the counties specified in subsection (2} of ORS
468.460, perennial [gross seed crops used for grass seed production] or an-
nual grass seed crops used for grass seed production [.] or cereal grain
crops, unless the acreage has been registered pursuant to ORS 468.480 and
the perinifs requived by ORE 458.450, 476.380, 478.860 and scction 2 of this
1875 Act have been obtained. _

(2) Bxcept as mway be provided by rule uvnder ORS 458.466, the maxi-
muin teial registered acreage allowad {o be open burned pr-.u'suan;{: i sub-
section (1) of this section shall be as follows:

(a} During 975, not mere than 235,008 acres may be burned.

(b) During 1976, not more than 195,000 acres may be hurned.

(e) During 1977, not more than 55,000 acres may be burned,

(4} Tn 1978 and cach year fheﬂmi‘ier, ihe commission, alter laking mte
considevation the factors lisled in subsection (2) of ORE 468.460, may by
order issue penmits for the burning of not more than 56,000 acres,

(e} The acreage amounts provided in paragraphs (¢) and (d) of this
subseclion are declaved to be the poals of the Pifty.eighth Legislative As-
sembly. The commission and the Legisiative Commiitee on Trade and Eco-
nomic Development shall report to the Filiy-ninth Legislative Assembly
with their recommendsniions for pessible modifieations,

(3} Tu the event of the registration of more than the maximum allows-
able acres for open buriing in the countiss spucified in subsection (2) of
GRS 408.460, the commission, after consullalion with the committee, by

rule or order may allocaie permils for acreage hased on particular Toeal ajy
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quality condition, soil characteristics, the type or amount of ficld burning
or creps, the availabilily of alternative meilods of {ield sanitation, the
date of registration, proporiional share, or any reasonable clagsification.
Priority shall be given to use of available alternatives {o open field burning
in Lane County and priority areas in cther counties listed in subsection (2)
of QRS 403460,

(4) It is the intention of the Legislative Assembly that permits shall
Lo issved for the maximum acreage specified in swbsection (2) of this
section for ench year recited therein ouly if the commission finds after
hearing that:

{a) There ave msuflicient mumbers of workable machines that can rea-
gonably he made avatlable fo zanitize the acreage if an acreage reduction
iz ordered;

(b} There ave msuifficient methads availahle for straw uti}izaﬁon and
dispesal; and

{¢} Repsonahle efforts have been made to develep alfernative methods
of field sanitation and styaw utilization and disposal, and such methods have
been utilized to the maximion reasonable extent.

{8) The Governor, upon finding of extreme hardshin, discase out-
breal, insect infestation or frveparable damage to the land, may by erder
permit emergency open hurning of mere acreage than allowed hy subsection
(2} of this section. Upon a finding of extveme davger to public health or
safaty, the Governar inay ovday feinporary emergency cessation of all open
field burning in any area of the ecunties listed in snbseciion (2) of ORS
468440,

{6) The commission shall act on any application for a permit under sec-
tion 2 of this 1975 Act within 60 days of vegistyation and veecipt of the fee
provided in QR3 468,480, Such other decisions as may be required onder
this section must be made hy the commission on or befere July 16, 1975,
and on or before June 1 of each subsequent year.

Section 12, ORS 468.450 iz amended to read:

468.480. (1) (2) On or before July 1, 1975, and on or hefore Apxil ¥
of ench subseguent year, the grower of n grass seed crop shall register with

the gounty cowrrd or hoard of couniy commmissioners or the five chief of o

ot
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yiral fire protection district, or his designaied representative, the nume-
ber of acres to be burned in the remainder of (he year, finy person register-
ing after the dates specified in this subscction shall pay an additional fee
of §1 per acre repistered if ihe lafe registration is due to the fault of the
jate regisirant or one under his control. Laie regisiralions must bhe ap-
proved by the department, Copies of the rvegisfration ferm shall be fop.
warded to the department, The required vegistration must be made and
the fee paid hefore a permit shall be issued under section & of this 1975 Act,

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (¢) of this subsection, after the
effective date of this 1875 fict, the Executive Department shall collect a fee
prior to the issuance of any permit by the Pepartinent of Environmental
Guality for open burning of perennial or annual grass seed crops or cereal

'ﬂ

graie erops upder this 1975 Aei. The Bxecutive Depariment may conbract

s with countles and rival fire protection districts for the collection of the

fees which choll be forwarded to the Execuiive Departmeont., The amount
of the fee shall e 83 in 1878, &4 in 1976, $5.50 fn 1977, and 58 in any yeor
therenfier, per acre of crop burped.

{¢) The fes vequired by paragraph (b) of this subsection shall bo ro.
funded for any acreage where efficient Luning.oi stubhle is necomplished
with eguipment vsing an ansdlizvy fuel o mobile ficld sanifizer which hag
bheen approved by the committes and the departinent for ficld sanitizing
prrpeses or for any acreage not hurned.

(23 The Bweculive Deparfinent shall vay to the ecunty or hoard of
county comumissioners or the five chief of the rupal fire profection distuict,
pet fo exceed 20 cents per agre registeved, to cover the cost of and to he
used solely for the purpose of adiministering the pregram of rogistration of
nevenge to be huned, issupnece of perimits, keeping of records and other

2

mintiors directly relafed to spriculiural field burping. BWifly cents of the
acreags fees shall be depasifed in a separate fund {o be used for (he smok
management progran: which shall be conducted by the Depariment of
Envirenmental Quality in cosperation with ithe Oregon Beod Couvneidl and

oiher affected apencies, The Department of Environmental Guality shali

confract with the Qregon Seed Cepnedl te organize rural flve protection
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distriets and growers, coordinate and provide communteations, hire ground
support personnel, provide aivcraft surveillance, provide such added other
support services as arve mulually agreed upon and advise the department
when crops in each area are veady foy burning., However, if a reasonable
contract cannot be agreed uvon, the department shall provide such sery-
fces divectly or Dby coniracting with sueh other entity as it reasenably
shall delermine.

(3} The Executive Department shall cavse the balance of asreage fees
received pursuant to subsection (1) of this secton to he deposited in (e
State Treasury to be credited to the acecunt of the commilice established
muder ORS 468470 for wee as provided in ORS 468485, [Uniil end alter-
native method is certified under QRS 4{38.470, or until Jonuary 1, 1975,
whichever oteurs first, the county cowrt, board of county commissioners
or the fire chicf or his designated representotive shall collect a fee, except
as previded in parvagraph (b) of this subsection, prior to issuing any per-
mit for the open burning of perennicl or annual grass seed crops, or
grain cropsy under QRS 476.280 or 478.960. The amount of the fee shall be
determined by the committee esteblished pursuant to ORS 468.470 and
shall not exceed $1 per acre of crop burned.j

[(b) The fee required by paragreph (a) of this subsection shall not

be collected where efficient burning 'of stubble is accomplished with equip-

3 ment using auxilicry fuel or a mobile field sanitizer which equipment

o7 sanitizer has been approved by the commiltee and the department far
field sanitizing purposes.)

[(2) The collecting officer shall retain such portion of the acreage fees
recetved pursuant to subsection (1) of this section as is sufficient, in the
judgment of the committee, in consultation with the collecting officers,
to cover the cost of and to be used solely for the purpose or administering
e program of regisiration of fields to be burned, collection of fees, issuance
of permits, keeping of records and other matters directly reluted to agri-
cultural apen field burning. Ten cents of the acreage fee shall be d,éposited
in a separote fund to e wsed for a smoke management program which

shall be conducted by the Oregon Seed Council in cooperation with the

department.]
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[(3} The collecting officer shull cause the balance of acreage fees re-
ceived pursuant to subsection (1) of this section to be credited to the ac-
count of the commitiee established under ORS 468.470 for use as provided
in ORS 468.485.]

[(4) Nothing in this seclion relicves any person from the requirements
of obtaining a burning permit in accordance with ORS 476.380 and 478.960.]

Section 13. ORS 468.485 is amended to read:

468.485. A1l moneys [from acreage fees] collected under parvagraph
(h) of subsection (3) of OWS 485480 [und under section 2, chapter 578,
O?'egon Tanes 1073, received by the commitice established pursuant fo QRS
468.470% or received puvsuant to this 1978 Act, excent fincs, shall be segre-
gated from other funds and used solely for [smoke management and] ad-

ministrative expenses of the commitiee and for develepment and demon-

. stration of alternatives lo agricultural open field burning and methods of

straw utilization and disposal. [The commitiee may enter into contracts
with public and private agencies to carry out the purposes of this section.

The conumnittee shall give first pricrity to the development of and demon-

stration of the feasibility of a mobile field incinerator.]

Section 14. ORS 468.140 is amended to read:

486.140. (1) In addition to any other penally provided by law, any

person who violates any of the following shall incur a civil penalty for each

day of violation in the amoun't‘p:c"escrihed by the schedule adopied under
ORS 468.130:

(a) The ferms or condilions of any permit reguired or authorized
by law and issued by the department or a reglenal air quelity control
authority.

(b} Any provision of ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255,
454215 fo 464355, 454405 to 454.425, 454505 to 454535, 454.605 {o 454745
and this chapier,

{c}) Any rule or standard or order of the commission adepted or issued
pursuant to ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 4543156 to
454,355, 454405 to 454425, 454,500 to 454535, 454.605 to 454.745 and this

chapter,
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(I} Any rule or standard or crder of a regional authority adepted or
issued under authority of subsection (1) of ORS 4068535,

(2) Each day of viclation under subsection (1) of this section constitutes
a separate offense,

(3} (a} In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person
who infentionally or negligently causes or permits the discharge of oil
into the waters of {he state shall incur a civil penally not to exceed
the amount of $20,000 for each violation,

(b} In addition {o eny other penaliy provided by law, any person

who violates the terms or conditions of g permit authorizing waste diz.

1 charpge inlo the waters of the state or violates any law, rule, order or

standavd in ORS 448805, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 464255, 454.315 to
454855, 454408 {0 484425, 454508 to 454535, 454.605 to 454745 and this

4 chapter relating to water poliution shall incur a ¢ivil penalty not to exceed

the amoit of $10,000 for each day of viclation,

{4} Parageaphs () and (@} of subsection {1} of this section do not
apply to violations of motor vehicle emission standards. |

{5y Wotwithstauding the IImils of subsection (1) of ORS 48813% and
i a&c‘lﬁﬁém to any other peually previded by law, any nevson whoe intention.
ally or meglizenily cavses or permits open £iem burniag contrary to the
brovisions of QRS 408459, 458,455 ¢4 460485, 476,300 and 470968 shall he
assessed by the departmont o civil penalty of at least $20 but rot more than

40 for each mere so burned. Aoy fines collected by the department pm’u

suant te this subsection shall be deposited with the Stafe Tressurer fo the
evedit of the General Fsmd and ghall be available for general governm.

mental expiows
SECTION 15 After aMernalive methods for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposal are approvcd_by the committee and the depariment,
“pollution control facility,” as defined in ORS 468,155, shall include such
approved allernalive mothods and persons purchasing and ulilizing such
methods shall be eligibie for the benefits allowed by ORS 468,155 to 458.190,
SECTION 16, This Act bheing necessary for the immediate preservation
of the public peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist,
and this Act takes effect on it;'; PALsage,

Oy
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Proposed
Temporary Rules
Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340

Division 7

Item A

72-010(1) Delete the fee table and substitute the following:

“Subsurface or Alternative Sewage Disposal System Fae
Construction Installation Permit [$501 5100
Alteration Permit [515] 5 25
Repalyr Permit [515] s 25
Extension Permit fS15] $ 25
Sewage Disposal Service Business License slo0o"

72-010{(2) Delete the entire subsection.
Substitute a new subsection 72=010(2) to read as Follows:
"A twenty=five dollar ($25) fee shall be charged for renewal

of an explired permit issued under ORS 454.655,

72-010(4) Add a new subsection {(4) to 0AR 72-010 to read as follows:

"{4)} Pursuant to ORS 454.745(4) as contained in Section 10 of Chapter
167, Oregon Laws 1975, and to regquests of the respective governing
bodies of the following counties all of which have agreements with

the Department under ORS 454.725, and notwithstanding the fees listed
in subsection (1) of this section and subsection (1) of section

72-020, the fees to be charged by the counties of Clatsop, Croock, Curry,
Deschutes, Douglas, Hood River, Jackson, Jefferson, Josephine, Lincoln,
Linn, Malheur, Marion, Sherman, Tillamook and Wasco shall be as follows:

New Construction Installation Peymit 350
Alteration, Repair or Extension Permit 515
Evaluation Reports $25

except that in Douglas County the fee for alteration, repair or
extension permit shall bhe $5."

72-020(1) Evaluation Fees - Delete "3$25" and substitute "$75%.

72-020(2) Delete the entire subsection. Renumber 72-020(3) as 72-020(2)



